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SlIlMARY OF THE STUDY 

The Training Analysis and Evaluation Group (TAE6) was tasked by the 
•Chief of Naval Education and Training (CNET) to cohduct a study to determine 
the relative effectiveness and efficiency. "of individualized instruction for 
different kinds of training tasks and ability levels of trainees. A series 
of' reports document different, specific aspects of the TAEG program. The 
first report (Hall and Freda, 1982) presented^ evidence. that differences in 
training effectiveness and efficiency measures were related to 'different 
irtstructional methods and, in turn, to different ability levels of trainees 
and types of training tasks.. The conclusions were based on interschool anal- 
yses of individual graduate data grouped across 19 Navy "A" schools. The 
results were discussed in terms of their implications for gnoups of courses 
conducted under the general headings of individualized or conventional instruc- ' 
^tion, rather than for any specific course. 

The present report is the second in the series. It provides information 
concerning specific courses conducted under individualized instruction (II) 
or conventional instruction (CI). The findings' presented are based on intra-' 
• school analyses; i.e., analyses of data specific to each course addres<;ed in 
the first report. Additi-onally. training effectiveness and efficiency i-nfor- " 
mation vs provided for each of three basic computer-managed instruction cotir'.cs. 

The major purpose of the present effort wa's to determine the general iz- 
ability of the overall findings to each of the "A" schools and basic courses . 

Another purpose was to determine how two measures of s'tudent - 
ability (a general ability measure 'and a specific ability measure) were related 
tQ effectiveness/efficiency measures for particular individualized or conven- 
tionar courses. 

Two measures of training effectiveness and one measure of tralning^feff i- 
ciency were examined. Student end-of-course grades were used as an Internal 
criterion of training effectiveness. Fleet supervisor ratings'of the adequacy 
of training for identified school graduates were used as an external criterion 
of effectiveness. The training efficiency measure was student time-to-complete 
training. Two measures of graduate ability were used. Student general ability '• 
levels were represented by Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) percentile ' 

l^fl^ '^-^rf.P^i?^"^^ converting their Armed Services Vocational 
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB)' test scores. The specific skill levels of graduates 
wer^ obtained by forming selector composite scores- from individual ASVAB 
subtest scores. 

/• 

/ SLf^^ ^^"^ schools examinejj, 19 were "A" schools and 3 were basic 
pre- A ) courses. . Thirteen'of the courses Were conducted using individual- 
ized instruct on (eight were self-paced courses; five featured computer-man- 
aged instruction). The other nine courses were conducted under conventional, 
gro«p-pace.d instruction. 

A correlational approach was used to conduct the study. Record data 
were-coMected on 5,811 school ^graduates. The results of all sSutkal ' 
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analyses performed on the data are summarized in two^ables in section I.I I 
of the report. The major findings^ and conclusions of the study are 
summarized below^ * 

\. The inverse relationship between general ability and, training time 
(i.e., higher ability being associated with shorter training time) observed 
from the interschool analyses was confirmed byuhe intraschooL analyses for 
the majority of o'ndividualized courses examined\ Higher ability graduates 
completed training in les$ time than lower abili\y graduates in 8 of the 13 
individualized courses. There was no significant relationship between 
ability and training time for the remaining five individualized courses. 

2. The previous finding that longer training times were associated 
with higher ability graduates in conventional courses was not ponfirmed at 
the individual course level. Higher ability graduates completed their 
courses in the same amount of time as. lower ability graduates within four of 
the five conventional courses having variable course lengths. (Note that 
time variation occurs in conventional courses because of academic 
remediations. ) 

3; Higher ability (both AFQT and ASVAB selector composite scores) is 
related to higher grades consistently within indivichjalized courses but 
inconsistently within conventional courses. Higher ability. graduates 
received higher end-of-course grades in all. of the seven individualized 
courses but in only three of the seven conventional courses that provided 
grades. These findings substantiate the results of the interschooj analyses 
conducted across individualized and conventional- courses. 

4. Shorter training time is associated with higher grades within indi- 
vidualized and conventional courses. Graduates who spent less time in 
training received higher end-of -course-grades than those with longer 
training times in six of the seven individualized courses, and in four of 
five conventional courses showing variable course lengths. 

5'. General ability (AFQT percentiles) and specific ability (ASVAB 
^ selector'composite scores) predict training time and grades equally well for 
^each of the II. and CI courses studied. "Neither general ability 'nor specific 
ability significantly pred>cted fleet supervisor (TAS) ratings. General 
ability and specifnc ability scores were highly intercorrelated in each of 
the II and CI courses <5ampled. 

6. Only chance-level relationships were found between fleet supervisor 
ratings of school training adequacy and other available measures on school 
graduates. Sp^ifically, for the courses examined. Training Appraisal 
System (TAS) ratings were not significantly related to end-of-course grades, 
time-to-complete training, graduate general ability levels, or graduate 
specific ability levels. 

Recommendations are pi:esented within the report concerning the 
resolution of problems associated with the measurement of training 
effectiveness. 

^ 12 ■ ' * 
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. • ' * ' . SECTION I ' 

' ' INTRODUCnON 

The Chief of Nayal Education, and Training (CNET) tasked^ theVraining 
Analysis'and Evaluation Grou^ (TAEG) to assess the effectiveness arid effi- 
ciertcy of individualized instrjuction (11) relative to.conventiol^al instruc- 
tion (CI). The, tasking included eT requirement to cjetermine if. any cNffcr<-. 
. ences found ajnong^ effectiveness/efficiency measures were*further reTa\ted to 
. di'f'^ering student abrlity levels .and/or types of training tasks, 

. • A series, of reports document dWerent aspects of , the TAEG progran 
The,first report of the series (HalF^^d £r^da, 1982, hereafter ref erre(iv to 
as TAEG 117) presented overa.ll evidence that differences in training eff$^c- 

'tiveness and efficiency measures were- related tcT^ifferent instructidnal 
methods, abvlity levels of trainees, and types pf training tasks,. Th'fe • 
evidence was derived from analyses of data/fpr 19 Navy "A".schooU, .Ten oi ^ 
the courses were conducted using II formats .{eight were self-paced courses; 
two featured computer-managed instruction). The other nine, courses were, 
conducted uniler conventional, group-pace<l instruction, Sel'etted finclings 

* and conclusions of the study (TAEG 11/) are summarized below: 

• Under individualized instruction, higher ab.il ity graduates completed 
training in less time than lower ability- graduates, 

• Under conventiooa> instruction, higher ability , graduates were in 
training longer than' lower ability graduates, \ \ 

% Higher ability ^graduates received higher end-of-course grades than 
lower ability graduates under Individualized instruction. However,, 
end-of-course grades for conventionally-trained graduates ^were 
equivalent across all abUjt^ levels. - ' - * 

• Fleet supervisor ratings training adequacy were net signific^. 
^related ta general abrlity, end-of-course grades or training time^ 

- Note that the findings listed above pertained to the, two groups of 
'courses (1.^,, a CI groupf and an II group) rather than. tetany individual jcourse 
within a group. 

The present report is the second in the series, .It provides information 
concerning the individuaVcourses conducted under II or CI, The findings 
presented are based on intraschool analyses; i.e., analyses of data specific 
to each course addressed in the fir^tTeport, Additionally, training effec- 
• tiveness and efficiency information is provided for each of three basic com- * 
puter-managed Instruction courses. 

'* 

'ICNET Itr Code N-53 of. 22 April 1980. . ' . 
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Subsequent .reports in the series will present: . ' 

• an analysis .of relationshipCambng training effectiveness/efficiency 
measures for courses with big^^ly similar content but which were , 
taught at different geographical locations and under different 

- instructional methods . ^ 

ai selected review ot the literature concerning interrela^tionshi-ps 
^ among ability measures, instructional methods, and-generic training 
•tasks \ . , " * 

• " comparative 'analyses of differences in generic task classifications ^ 

of school -trained skiTl and knowledge ,items m^de: J 

.. by two different groups of raters (school subject matter experts 
- (SMEs) and research personnel) using the same, classification 
system • . ^ 

using two different ^assif ication systems 

• an executive summary of the TAEG program. 
PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT STUDY 

^ the pyr-pose of^ the present effort was to determine if the interrelation- 
ships among' student ability, school performance, and fleet supervisor ratings 
observed across schools also occur at the individual course level. Another 
purpose was to determine how two different measures of student ability (a 
general ability measure and a specific ability measure) were "related to 
effectiveness/efficiency measures in specific individualized or conventional 
courses. • ' . • « ► 

Three major questions were addressed: 

0 

• How many of the 19 "A" schools- contributed to the overall differences 
in training effectiveness/efficiency observed previously in the 
interschool analyses? 

» * 

• Oo the overall differences observed in the interschool analyses 
hold for Basic {pre-"A" sdhool) courses? 

• Do specific skill levels iASVAB composite scores) of the graduates 
of each of the 19 "A" schools predict training effectiveness/eff i- 

^ ciency to the same extent as general ability levels (AFQT) of the 

same graduates? 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

The remaindler of this report is presented in four sections and eight 
appendices. Section II presents the technical approach of the study. Section 
III presents information describing the schools studied and the results of 
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the within-school data analyses. A discussion and interpretation' of the 
results are provided in section IV. • Conclusions and recommendations are 
presented in section V. . * 

Appendix A contains information concerning the Armed Services Vocational 
•♦Aptitude Battery (ASVAB)i Appendix B presents ASVAB selector composite sub- 
test information uSed to select personnel for entry into specific "A" schools, 
ASVAB scores were used as measures of student ability for the present study. 
Appendix C contains examples of generic training tasks. Derivation of train- 
•ing cost data is explained in appendix The schools studied during the . 
work program are identified in appendix L. Appendix F presents structured- 
inter\h'ew. questions asked of SMEs at each of the 19 enlisted "A" schools. 
Statistical results of regression data analyses. are delineated in appendix G. 
Parametric and nonparametric correlations between variables studied are 
presented in appendix H. 
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SECTION II 

' ^ - TECHNICAl APPROACH 

,A correlational approach w,as employed to achieve ths objectives of the 
study. This section presents the details of the approach. Initially, the 
variables selected for examination are discussed. Subsequent subsections 
provide descriptions of the samples 6f courses and graduates, interviews 
conducted at the schools, data collection and analysis procedures, and the 
statistical model employed to analyze data. 

STUDY VARIABLES . ^ ^ 

Five major variables, two predictor and three criterion variables, 2 
were examined. Ttte variable names, the measures of the variables, and the 
^sources of data on the variables are shown in table 1. Further discussions 
of these variables are provided below. , 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES. The predictor variables were general ability Ijpvel and 
specific skill level. 3 

^ General Ability Level . General ability levels of trainees were represented 
by Armed Forces Salification Test (AFQT) percentile equivalent scores. The 
AFQT percentile score (pre-October 1980) is derived fronj raw scores on 3; of 
the 12 subtests contained in* the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB). The ASVAB is routinely admioistered to all armed service^ 
enlistees.. The AFQT score is used to determine enlistment eligibility. 
Appendix A describes the ASVAB and the methods usedfto derive the AFQT 
score. 

* « • 

Specific Skill Level . Scores obtained on different ASVAB subtests are com- 
bined to form a composite^ score , to select personnel* for a specific "A" 
school. Test scores derived from the ASVAB selector composites were used to 
reflect specific skill levels. Appendix B presents ASVAB selector composite 
Information for each of the schools analyzed in the present study. 



^A predictor j^iable is one in which a change in its value can forecast a 
change in tne value of another variable (criterion). Predictor variables 
are also called independent variables; criterion variables are called 
dependent variables. Precise definitions of these terms may be found jn 
various statistical sources,' for example, Finn (1974) and Cohen, and tohen 
J1975). . - \ i ' 

^Note-that training time and end-of-c6urse gi^ades were SAso used as 
predictor variables, as well as criterion variables, depending on what 
point in time the measures we^e collected relative to the other predictor 
and criterion variables used in the analyses. See .Cohen and Cohen (1975) ^ 
for disqussion of using a measure as a (predictor and criterion variable in 
a hierarchical regression model. \ 
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■TABLE 1. MAJOR PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES 



VARIABLE- 



PREDICTOR 

General Ability 
Specific Skill 

CRITERION 

EFFECTtVENESS 

End-of -Course Grades 

Training Adequacy 
Ratings 

EFFICIENCY 

Time-to-Complete " . 



ASURES 



SOURCE 



AFQT . 

ASVAB School* Composite 



CNET 015 
TPCs, NPRDC 



Fjnal Grades 

/ TAS Ratings ^' 
(1 to S Scale) ■ 

Contact Hours 



School Records (SP + GP), 
CNTECHTRA (CMI) 

TAS (CNET) 



CNTECHTRA (CMI), _ \p 

School Records, 
SMEs, NITRAS (SP + GP) 



Notes; 



TAS -Training Appraisal System 

TPCs - Training Program Coordinators * 

NPRDC - Navy Personnel Research ^nd Development Center 

CNTECHTRA - Chief of Naval Technical Training 

NITRAS - Navy Integrated Training Resources and Administrative System, 



CRITERION VARIABLES. Two measures of training effectiveness and one measure 
of training efficiency wer^ used.^as criterion variables. The effectiveness 
measures were end-of-course grades and fleet supervisof ratings ^f school 
training adequacy. The efficiency measure was time-to-compJete training. 

Training Effectiveness Measures. End-of ^course grades, which reflect how 

?na efJp?^-!L' \" "'"^ ^" ^'"^^^^^l ""^asure of train- 

fl.Mrf Slw^r J^^^ supervisor^ ratings, wh-ich reflected training ade- 

2ourL e?fect?vS ^ Peformance. were used as an external measure of 

DerceJt'rlrrPrf *r!?no;;'K °^ ^"d-of -course grades represented the average 
percent correct ^tained by a graduate on items tested in the school Fnd- 

~o°f"s?orls VrlTl^l^Vn'' the schools were based on eUhe? combina ons 
Of scores from module/lesson examinations, administered during the couVse of 
tra ning, or on comprehensive examinations. administered at.the end Sf^ 
training. 
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The external measures consisted of fle^t supervisor ratings of the ade^- 
quacy of school training for particular tasks which graduates >e expectedl 
to perform on the job. Fleet supervisors' ratings of training ac^equacy onN. 
identified courses and graduates were available at CNET in the Naval EducatTon 
and Training Comiiand (NAVEDTRACOM) (Training Appraisal System (TAS) data base. 
The CNET Special Assistant for Trailing Appraisal (CNET 015) routinely collects 
feedback data,- via mailout questionrtaires^ from first-level ^et supervisors 
of recent (e.g., 3 to 6 months on the job* technical school graduates. Random 
samples of graduates are drawn from the total pool of course graduates during 
a given time frame. 

4 

Table 2 shows the types of TAS questionnaire items used to. collect train- 
ing adequacy data. Fleet supervisors Mte on a 5-point scale the adequacy 
of school training for an identified course graduate. Training adequacy 
judgments ar.e made for a number of specific tasks for which a given technical 
school provided training. The task statements listed on a feedback question- 
naire are currently prepared by technical training staff for a given course. 
The statements are based on the learning objectives of that course, and, thus, 
reflect specific skilU and knowledges taught. c 



TABLE 2. EXAMPLE OF TRAINING APPRAISAL SYSTEM (TAS) QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 



Adequacy of School Training: 

Circle One Number for Each Item Listed 

1. Unsatisfactory 

2. Less Than Adequate - ^ 

3. Adequate 

4. More Than Adequate 

5. Much More Than Adequate 

♦ 


y • 

Skill or Knowledge Item 










t 


Identify Purposes and Organization of 
Personnel Qualification Standards 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


% 


Recognize Symptoms of Severe Electric 
Shock 1 


2 


3 


4 ' 


5 


\ 


Operate Ship's Store Cash Register 1 ^ 

* 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Develop Drawing L'ayout for Sheet 

Metal PrcTjects 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




Jroubleshoot Magnetic Amplifiers 1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




t 
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Training Efficiency Measure, Student time (contact hours of instruction) to 
complete a course was used as a measure of training efficiency. Student 
course completion times were available for individualized courses from CMI 
files and for self -paced courses, from class records at the schools. 
Completion times for the conventional courses were obtained from the schools 
and from CNET computer files. 

OTHER^ STUDY VARIABLES. For the interschobl analyses (TAEG 117), two other 
major variables were also assessed: type training task and costs to produce 
graduates. These variables were not used as either predictor or criterion 
variables in the present intraschool study because their values are fixed 
for any given course. Consequently, there was no variance that could be 
assessed from individual graduate data to derive conclusi*ons about the indi- 
vidual schools based on these measures* The variables ar^ explained here, 
however, since it is instructive to compare different schools on these 
measures. These comparisons are provided in' section III of this report. 

Type Train ing Task . Type training task refers to the composition, or 
nature, of the instructional, content of a course. For the TAEG project, the 
content of each specific course examined was^reduced to five generic types 
of training tasks: facts, categories, procedures, rules, and principles. A 
group of SMEs at each school classified each knowUldge/skill item of the TAS 
questionnaires (for each school)' into one of the five generic training 
tasks. This procedure equated the different course contents to a common 
base which-, in turn, permitted quantitative comparisons to be made between 
different courses. The methods and procedures used to categorize ~ 
instructional content into generic task classifications are fully explained 
in TAEG 117. Further information about the generic- tasks is given 4r) 
appendix C of the present report. 



Training Costs. For th^ interschool anafysis (TAEG 117), a cost measure, 
referred to as Cps^ to Produce One Graduate, was derivedj:ifnd used to permit 
relattve-cost Sbmparisons to be made between different courses. Information 
concerning the&e»nelative instructional co^s for each course is provided in 
sectiqn III.* Information concerning the derivation of the cost measure is ' 
given in api»endix D. • - - 

♦ , • » 

STUDY SAMPLES * • 

Two sets of samples were used in the study; (1) courses taught under 
each of the basic methods of instruction and '(2)' graduates of these courses. 

COURSE SAMPLES. All courses selcted for the study were classified as Al- 
level. (Al-level courses provide skill and knowledge training for entry 
level T^avy jobs.) A principal criterion used for course selection was the 
current availability of TAS data. , v 

^ . - . ^ ♦ • 

The sctreols involved trained students under one of two basic methods: 
individualized instruction or conventional instruction. Individualized 
instruction involved self-paced (SP; frequent'^ referred to as IMI for 
instructor-managed instruction) and computer-managed courses (CMI). Conven- 
tional instruction involved group-paced (GP) classroom instruction. 

■ " 19 , 
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Data from 19 Al-level courses were included .in the intraschool (within- 
school) analyses. Eight self-paced and two CMI courses were in the* II group. 
Nine group-paced courses were in the CI group. In addition, data were obtained 
from basic CMI courses. Graduates of the RM Sea "A" school ^nd the RM Shore 
"A" school previously attended the RM Basics course. Their records were 
obtained from CNTECHTRA CMI files and used in the data analyses. Similarly, 
graduates of the EN, MM600 psi, and MM1200 psi schools attended the Propulsion 
Engineering (PE) -Basics course prior to entry into their respective "A" schools. 
Their records were also obtained from CMI files. The course samples are 
shown in table 3, The complete names of the courses and school locations 
are provided in appendix E, i 

TABLE 3, COURSE SAMPLES • 



Self-Paced 


Group-Paced 


nacmmst s nate, ouu psi-*- (nnouu) ^ 


Kadioman, bea vKri-oea; 


Machinist's Mate, 1200 psi^ (MM1200) 


Radioman, Shore^ (RM-Shore) er ^ 


Instrumentmafi (IM) 

Training Device Repairman (TD) 


Electrician's Mate (EM) 

Fire Control Teohnician, Missile (FTM) 


Personnelman (PN) 


Gunner's Mate, Missile (GMM) 


Yeoman (YN) 


Avi.ation Support Equipment 
Technician^ (ASE) • ^ 


Disbursing Clerk (DK) 


Av i at i on Ant i -subnjar i ne ' Warfare 
(ASWy Operator (AW) 


Aviation Storekeeper (AK^) ( 


Ship's Serviceman (SH) 


car • 


Aviation Electrician's Mate (AE) 


Enginemanl (Epi) 




Aviation Machinist's Mate (AD) 





IaIso obtained data from CMI PE. basics course. 
2a1s'o obtained data from CMI RM basics course. 
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GRADUATE SAMPLES. As mentioned previously, the names of school graduates 
who were included in the TAS graduate samples were obtained from CNET. Table 
4 shows the numbers of graduates for each school for whom data were obtained. 
A total of 5,811 graduate records were examined for schools studied (4,006 
for the schools shown in the table plus 1,805 records for these same school 
graduates who first attended CMI basic courses before entering an "A" school). 
The table also shows the method of instruction used*at each school and the 
inclusive graduation dates for. the students. The numbers of graduates of 
eadh school for whom data were available on variables of interest are also • 
shown. Note that some individualized cqurses pf'ovid^ end-of -course grades 
while others do not. \ * 

SCHOOL INTERVIEWS 

, Subject matter experts were interviewed at each school to obtain infor- 
mation about course purposes, and organization, student performance measures,^ 
administration, and attitudes of the staff toward instructional mode, A 
copy of the interview protocol used is shown. in appendix F. Descriptive ' r 

information obtained from these interviews is surranarized in section III of * ./ 
this report. ^ v ' 

DATA -COLLECTION 

The names, graduation dates, and social security numbers of school grad- 
uates were obtained from CNET TAS files. Visits were 'made to technical 
schools between August and November 1980 to obtain data on couMe graduates 
and tp interview SMEs. At the schools, graduate record data were manually 
entered on worksheet forms for subsequent entry into computer files.- Data 
recording was accomplished either by TAEG project staff or school SMEsJ^i^nc- 
tioning under general TAEG supervision. Information recorded consistld^prin- 
cipally of end-of -course grades and time-to-complete training. Where avail- 
able, the numbers of academic remedlations and setbacks, and numbers of addi- 
tional hours of instruction required were also recorded. 

Training adequacy ratings were obtained from the CNET TAS* data' base. 
The data included the fleet supervisors' ratings for each graduate (i.e., 1, 
2, 3, 4, or 5) on each skill/knowledge item^of the course fee^dback question- 
naire. The 12 ASVA8 subtest scov^es of each graduate wet^e als'6 obtained from 
the CNET TAS data base (or the student master file when necessary). All 
data. col lection was completed by mid-1981. 

STATISTICAL MODEL USED IN DATA ANALYSIS ^ ' \ 

» 

A partial hierarchical regression irodel was employed to examine the 
effect of each set of predictors on the criterion variables (Cohen & Cohen, 
1975; Kfm ,& Kohout, 1975). This model allowed a unique partitioning of the 
total variance of each criterion to be accounted for by each subset of pre- 
dictors entered into the regression equation. The use of a multiple regres- 
sion technique is consonant with current methodological approaches in inves- 
tigating, the effects of ability characteristics and instructional variables 
(aptitude-treatment interactions), on training effectiveness/efficiency (e.g., 
Cronbach & Snow, 1977). For the present study, predictor variables were 
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TABLE 4. GRADUATE SAMPLES OF "A" SCHOOLS* 



-COURSE 


. TYPE 


GRADUATING 
DATES 


ORIGINAL 
SAMPLE 
SIZE 


ASVAB 


TIME-^ 

TO- 
COMPLETE 


END-OF- 
COURSE 
GRADE 


RATINGS 
ON TAS 
IT^MS 




CP 


in/7Q A /fjn 
lu/ /y -'t/ou 




cm 

> 

1 07 
lU/ 


col 




1 7n 
1 /u 


VJ\ 


CD 
or 


Q ffa 0 /on 


Tin. 
IIU • 


Tin' 

IIU 




7Q 

/ y 


TM 


CP 

or 


1 n /7Q A/Rn 


1 R * 
10 


1 R 
10 


1 7 
1/ 


> ID 


ID 




' CD ^ 

or 


10/78-3/79 


Q7/1 
o/*t 


OIL 


9R/1 


9R9 

coc 


T5R 
loO 


MMI ^nal-kit 


CD 

or 


Q/7R ^/7Q 


90/1 
cU*t 


tUo 


1 7C 
1 /D 


1 7C 
1 /D 


- 1 9d 
lc4 


r n 


CD 

Or 


1 1 /7R.j;/7Q 


Rd 
04 


7d 


oy 


nUilL 


DD 


id 


or 


1 /7Q-7 /7Q 


1R() 


1 7Q 
1 / y 


1RR 
lOO 


nunc 


1 uc 




SP 


11/78-5/79 


222 


208 


211 


NONE ^ 


174 


AD 


CM I 


'10/79-4/80 


* 464 


450 


454 


464 


98 


En2 


CM I 


3/79-6/79 
3/79-5/79« 


359 


356 


349 ' 


244 


192 


AE 


GP 


90 


86 


90 


90 


54 


ASE 


GP 


8/79-2/80 


36 


29 


36 


36 


29 


AW 


GP 


im-im 


47 


42 


45 


^5 , 


35 


EM 


-GP 


8/78-2/79 


362 


354 


349 , 


306 


262 


FTM 


GP 


10/78-4/79 


77 


77 


' 66 


66 


34 


GKM 


GP 


7/79-12/79 


47 


47 


47 


47 


21 


RM-Sea3 


GP 


2/79-12/79 


496 


495 


487 


NONE 


369 


RM-Shore^ 




3/79-8/79 


400 


397 


400 


NONE 


396 


'SH 


GP 


10/79-3/80 


177 


176 


177 


177 


132 


Subtotals: 


SP 


10/78-4/80 


1451 


1402 


1283 


584 


927 




CMI 


3/79-4/80 


823 


806 


803 


708 


290 




GP 


8/78-4/80 


1732 


1703 


1697 


767 


1332 


Total 




8/78-4/80 


4006 


3911 


3783 


2059 


2549 



ICMI data from Propulsion Engineering (PE) Basics obtained from CNTECHTRA 

(CDP 6262; 552 records) 
2CMI data from PE Basics obtained from CNTECHTRA (CDP 6261; 359 records) 
3CMI data from RM Basics obtained from CNTtCHTRA (CDP 6144; 894 records) 



*The cell entries, und!^* each of the variables are the number of graduates " 
for whom datA were available.' 

*1978 student training records obtained from National Archives via 
CNTECHTRA and PE School. 
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considered statistically significant ^nd relevant if they met an acceptabl 
level of significance (p<.0&) and incremented the amount of variance 
explained on each criterion variable by at least 2 percent. (See TAEG 117 
for specification of the hierarchical regression model used in the study.) 



/ 
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SECTION III 
RESULTS 

The results of the data analyses are presented in this section, Informa- 
*tion derived from summary statistics and obtained from structured interviews ^ 
is presented first. Regression analyses of quantitative relationships among 
the predictor and criterion measures are then summarized for graduates within 
each school. Appendix G pr^esents the results of the regressi9n analyses of 
the data; appendix H contains the zero-order and two nonparametric correlations 
of variables used in the regression analyses. 

^ SCHOOL DESCRIPTIONS 

Descriptive statistics concerning seven predictor and nine criterion 
variables for each of the schools are summarized below. Also presented are 
the results of structured interviews conducted at each of the schools. ; 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS. The means (I), standard deviations (SD), and sample 
sizes (N) of seven predictor and nine criterion variables for each of the 
schools in the 5tudy are presented in tables 5, 6, and 7. Table 5 summarizes v 
descriptive statistics of etght self-paced "A" schools and two computer- ^ 
managed instruction "A" schools. Table 6 summarizes descriptive statistics 
of nine group-paced "A" schools; tabla 7 summarizes descriptive statistics 
of three computer managed basic courses. Note that only two basic schools 
were examined (RM and PE Basics); however, graduates of the PE Basic school 
subsequently entered two different "A" schools (MM^ and EN). Thus, summary 
statistics are .presented for three different group^ings of "A" school graduates: 
RM, PE (MM), and PE (EN). ^ 

Each of the three tables shows the average of the graduate's general 
ability level (AFQT) and the average specific ability level (ASVAB selector 
composite) for each course. The relative amount (percentage) of a course's 
content that reflects a particular type of generic task (i.e., fact, category, 
procedure, rule, or principle) is also shown. For each course, the graduates* 
average end-of -course grades (where applicable) are given.. The average fleet 
supervisor rating (overall training appraisal system (TAS)), computed over 
all graduates and all questionnaire items, is shown for each co'urse. Average 
supervisor ratings (for graduates) in each of the five generic tasks are ^ 
also presented. Additionally, average student time (in contact hours) to* 
coifiplete eacfj particular course and the dollar cost to train each graduate 
are given. The numbers immediately be,16w the course identifier (e.g., AK/6522) ♦ 
comprise the Course Data Processing (COP) number. A CDP uniquely identifies 
a course and its location. The above information is presented for each / 
school grouped under method of instruction. 

Individualized "A" Schools (Self-Paced and Corouter-Managed Instruction) . 

Summary descriptions of predictor and criterion variables for the individual- 
ized "A" schools (table 5) are provided below. 

Ability Characteristics. The average AFQT percentile scores for all of the 
individualized courses were above the standardized norm (i.e., 50). Graduates 
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of the TD and MM600 courses had the highest average AFQT scores (79 = Mental 
Category zy. The average graduates' ASVAB selector composite scores for all 
individualized courses were, ab^ve the minimum cutoff levels required for 
entry into each of the schools. • ' • . ' 

YM^'*?j"^rIf''!\u^^?n"'?^'^'^''*^ °^ ^^^^^ taught in 7 (AK, MMSaO, MM1200, PN, 
YN, AD, EN) of .the 10 individualized courses were procedure tasks. The 
majority of tasks taught in two courses (DK and TD) were rule tasks, w'Sile 
iH^the^'lM c22rse°"'^"''^ majority of tasks taught 

fln*'°?il^^n?'^fh: ii"-"S-"-^"''^? grades were provided in 6 (DK, IM, MMSOO, MM1200, 
?anaPd f^L 5? V'^V'^^'il^''-^^.^ "urses. The average end-of -course g;ade 
lTr?li\ ? *° SIX courses. For three of the courses (DK, IM, 

Xmm'Z^m "ZMI ^'''^"^^^^ °^ three cour es 

(MM600, MM1200, arid EN) received grades in the 90s. 

^nnJcic^ r*"*- ^°r" I ^T^P^' ^D) of the 10 individualized 

courses, average student contact hours to complete their respective courses 
, were in the range of 100 to 200 hours. Graduates of two Sf the ^diSi dual ! 
ized courses EN and MM600) were in the 70 to 90 hours range for average 
a rInaeT2oS\°n"^!!S' n 9''^^"?^^^ °^ ^wo other courses (AK and DK") had 
co:rsTwaI-6§0 h'o°ur?° '''''' -^-9^°"^^^ ''^^ the IM 

Training Cost. For 3 (EN. MM60Q, MM1200) of. the 10 indiv,idualized courses, • 
the average cost was between $1,500 and $1,800 to produce one graduate per 
course session. For four 'of the courses (AK, DK, TD, and AD) the averaae 
cost was between $2,500 and $3,000. For two 'other courses (PN 'and yS? the 
average graduate training cost ranged from $3,100 and $3;600. The ave;age 
training cost of the IM coarse was $6,400. * , . me average 

S^JaHna^'^jT'- °" ^ ^^'^^'Po^'"* scale, the average overall fleet super- 
EN) nf lllln ^^^^'"^"9 adequacy for 8 DK, IM, MM600, MM1200, PN, TD, YN " 
EN) of the 10 courses ranged from 2.6 to 3.0. The average overall TAS 
ratings were above 3.0 for graduates of the AK and AD courses! 'f'- 

Task-Specific TAS Ratings. As'shown' in table 5, average TAS fatinas were 
very similar for the five generic tasks in 4 (AK, YN, AD, and EN of ?he 10 > 
^0 ?h ^'mJIoS-.Tpn'; ^^^^^g^TAS ratings for'all'f^ve geneHc' as s 

sp°ec Jfc ?ls rat? as w^^^^^ ''-'"'^ respective task- 

Tn\ ^ ratings within the remaining four courses (DK, IM MM600 anH 

TD) differed. Within the DK course, TAS Ratings for procedure task iLs 
Zlr't'/r'^l'' the IM course ?AS ra i gs were 

3 se- ?Js ratlSJ^ I'Jt h^T P^^'"^^P^^ task items; and he t5 

items ♦ ^ r^"' ^^'^ ^■te"'S than for category t^k - . 

f6ro..n-P; ,ced Instructlnn) Table 6 presents descrio 
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Ability Charapteristics\' The 'average AFQT percentile scores for all the 
conventional "tourses were above the standardized norm (50) Graduates of 
the FTM course had the highest average AFQT score {72 =. Mental Category 2) of 
the group-paced courses. The average ASVAB selector composite scores for 

• all conventiona^l course graduates were above the minimum levels required for 
entry" into each^ of the*schools» 

* Training Tasks. The majority of t^sks taught in five (AE, ASE, GMM, RM-Sea, 
RM-Shore) of the nine conventional courses were. procedure tasks.. The majsrity 
of tasks taught in one course (£M) were principle tasks, while no single^ i 

•generic task comprised mbr^e than 50 percent of the generic tasks taught in 
the remaining three courses (AW, FTM, SH). ^ 

School Grades. End-of-coi^rse grades were provided for graduates of seven 
' ' (AE, ASE, AW, EM, FTM, GMM, SH) of the nine g>||j^-paced courses. Average 
grades ranged from 79 to 89 for these ^even coriVentional courses. For three 
of the courses (EM, FTM, and GMM), end-of -course grades were in the upper 
^ 70s, while for the remaining four courses (AE, A$E., AW, and SH) grades were 
in the 80s. For the graduates of the RM-Sea and RM-Shore courses, grades 
were recorded only as satisf actory/unsatisf adtqry. 

Training Time... For seven (AE, ASE, AW,' EM, FTM, GMM, SH) of the nine group- 
paced courses, average (if there were variable course lengths for graduates 
within a course) or fixed course completion times were^in the 200 .to 400 
contact hours range. For the remaining two courses (RM-Sea and RM-Shore), 
reported coursl completion times were in the 70 to 100 contact hours range. 

Training Cost. Training costs for the RM-Sea and RM-Shore courses were 
between $600 and $1,400 to produce one graduate. For the EM and SH courses, 
training costs were between $?,000 and $3,000 per graduate. For four of the 
' remaining courses (AE, ASE, FTM, an<KGMM)^ .training costs were between $3,000 
and $4,000 per graduate. For the remaining course (AW), the average training 
cost was $7,000 to produce one graduate. 

Overall 'TAS Ratings. The average overall TAS ratings for the ninq group- 
paced courses ranged from 2.5 to 3.2. The lowest average rating was assigned 
to RMjSea graduates and the highest to SH graduates. 

ask-Specif ic TAS Ratings. The average TAS ratings were similar, for all 
ive generic tasks in four (AE, ASE, EM, and SH) of the nine conventional 
courses (table 6|. Within the remaining -five courses (AW, FTM, GMM, RM-Sea, 
and RM-Shore),- their respective task-specific TAS ratings differed. - > 

Basic (Pre^'AT) Schools (Computer-Managed Instruction) . Table 7 presents 
•descriptive statistics for three basic, computer-managed instruction course^. 
. , Summary descriptions of the schools by predictor and criterion variables are 
provided, below. ^ - 

Ability Characteristics. The average APQT percentile and ASVAB selector 
composite scores were' previously presented in table 5 for the MM and EN gradu- 
ates, and in table 6 for the RM graduates. Propulsion Engineering (PE) Ba<;ir.s 
is i prerequisite course' for the EN, MM600, and MM1200 "A" schools. Radioman 
(RM) Basics is a prerequisite course for the RM-Sea and RM-Shore "A" schools. 
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Training Tasks. Training task information was available for two of the three 
basic courses. The majority of tasks taught in the RM-Basics and PE-Basics 
(MM) courses were procedure tasks. In the RM-Basics course, a substantial 
amount of fact and category tasks'were also taught, while iff the PE-Basics 
course (MM), a substantial amount of principle tasks were also taught. 

■ School Grades. End-of -course grades were provided only for the PE-Basics 
(MM1200 and MM600) course (average grade of 92). 

Training Time. For the PE-Basics (EN) and PE-Basics. (MM1200 and MM500) 
to'urses, average student contact hours to complete the respective course 
were between 90 and 105 hours. An average course completion time of 244 
student contact hours was reported for the RM-Basics course, 

ining Cost. For the fE-Basics (EN) and PE-Basics (MM12o)) and MM600) 
courses, average training costs were in the range of $1,100 to $1,500 to 
produce one graduate. The average training cost to produce one graduate in 
the RM-Basics course was $2,838. . * - 

Overall TAS Ratings. The average overall fleet supervisor ratings of train- 
ing adequacy for the- RM-Basics and PE-Basics (MM1200 and MM600) courses ranged 
between 2.5^ and 2.9, respectively. 

Task -Specific TAS Ratings. The average TAS ratings were approximately equal 
for all five gener4c tasks within the two courses (RM-Basics and PE-Basics 
(MM1200 and MM600)) that provided data from which task-specific ratings could 
'be deVivecf. 

INTERVIEW RESULTS. Tables 8 through 13 present information (for each course) 
obtained from interviev5s (see appendix F) of'SMEsf at schools included in the ^ 
st4Jdy. A -summary of the SME responses across courses -is presented below by 
each area covered in the interview. ' _ 

Purpose of Training : The purpose of=the "A" schools sampled is to train 
students in ba§ic procedural, maintenance, operational, and/or administrative 
requirements of their specialties (ratings). A key concept of "A" school 
.training is to provide basic understanding of, and familiarization with, job 
requirements through infbrjnation presented in t^ie courses. From the point 
of view of the,SMEs intervieVed, tTie mission of the ";\" schools is to produce 
graduates who have attained elemental knowledges and ski lis which are required 
for further development thrqygh orf-the-job tr?iining in their first. duty assign- 
ment. Accord.ing to school SMEs^ this'view may cd'nflict with that of fleet 
recipients of "A" school graduates who may expect the schools to pVov.ide at 
least "apprentice-trained" graduates possessing job-entry level skills who 
are immediately qualified to perform certain job duties. ' ■»« 

Organization of Training. Training content, at all schools, was typically 
organized by major topic areas .that were presented as modules or unit blocks. 
The topics wfere delivered in a fixe^d sequence, but the individual lessons ' 
contained within each topic area varied in length and in sequence presentation 
per class session. The designated method of instruction (i.e., SP, GP, 
CMIj for a particular coUrse pertained primarily to the delivery of 
information/theory in the course. Laboratory/hands-on aspects of a course 
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typically involved training students with equipment/simulators and working 
within a general time frame for completion of the laboratory tasks. The 
media used to teach students ranged from audiovisual materials to mock-ups, 
training devices, simulators, and actual equipment. ^ 

Performance Measurenient . Multiple choice tests, written quizzes, laboratory 
hands-on tests, achievement on practical problem's, and homework represented 
the majority of assessment techniques used to nieasure student achievement. 
When available, final course grades were computed in various ways. End-of- 
course grades were derived either from simple or from' weighted averages of 
all tests, or were based on a single comprehensive end-of -course examination. 
In some instances, the final course grade was given simply as satisfactory. 
> or unsatisfactory. This determination was made by instructor observation of 
studefjt performance. When 'class standing was computed in -a particular course, 
■ student rank was based on final course grade, and/or time-to-complete the 
course. ^ 

Administration of Training . Approximately one-half of the courses studied 
have prerequisite courses in the form of basic, fundamental, or "A" school 
phase 1 courses. The majority of students attending the courses came from 
recruit training commands (RTCs) with "a small percentage being fleet returnees, 
those from the "JOBS" program, or reservists. Most school graduates were 
immediately assigned to fleet duty billets after completing their courses. 
Some gradua'teS continued into another phase of the s.ame course or into 
advanced courses before reporting to .fleet duty. 

The time interval between a student's arrival and starting a course 
ranged from 1-to 30 days with a typical ^ait of less than 7 days for the 
majority of courses. The time interval "between a student's graduation and 
departure to the next duty stc\tion ranged from 1 to 15 days, with a typical 
delay of less than 2 days, for the majority of courses (not counting 14 days 
leave, time). ; ' . * 

At most schools, remediation procedures required the student to review 
the failed material, take a retest, and/or receive tutoring/counseling from 
an instructor. The instructor, learning center supervisor, or Academic Review 
Board (ARB) determined the criteria for, and extent of, student remediation. 
». The ARB decided whether a student should be set back within "a course. Set- 
backs typically occurred when a student consistently failed remediated tests. 
The TAEG found that official documentation of remediation and of setback 
hours in the student records was inconsistent or difficult to separate out 
from total contact hours' across the majority of the schoo.ls sampled. 

Attifiides . The majority of the SMEs responding to the attitude questions 
indicated that GP instruction wquld be (or is) more effective in fulfilling 
the purpose of the course than SP instruction. SMEs at SP and CMI schools^ 
were equally divided over the relative effectiveness of GP and SP, wljile 
all the SMEs at GP schools stated that the GP mode was Effective. .Similarly, 
the majority of the SMEs interviewed at the SP and GP schools favored group- 
pacing over self-pacing in overall training effectiveness. 
/ • • • ' 
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES -FOR THE 
INDIVIDUALIZED "A* SCHOOIS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 



cn 

















SELF 


-PAtED COURSES 


















AX 






DK 






IH 






HM600 






MM1200 








652^ 






6061 






6046 






6493 






6492 ' 




PREOICTORS 


- 

X 


SO 


N 


- 

X 


SO 


N 


- 

X 


SO 


N 


- 

X 


SO 1 


N 


- 

X 


SO 


N 


AFQT (Percentile Score) 


60.93 


12.09 


241^ 


63.96 


13.60 


107 


57.39 


1 £ tiA 


10 


79.65 


14.66^ 


372 


66.25 


18.38 


203 


A5VAB COMPOSITE 






























r (Navy Standard Score) 


109.65 


7.62 


240 


111.90 


10.34 


108 


165.65 


12.66 


17 


118.15 


10.30 


360 


111.02 


13.33 


201 


F^ACT (3C) 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


y o.oa 


. 0.00 


N/A 


. 0.09 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


CATEGORY (%) 


3.33 


0.00 


254 


6.00 


0.00 


110 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


15.38 


0.00 


374 


13.33 


0.00 


204 


PROCEDURE (X) 


66.66 


,0.00 


254 


16.00 


0.00 


110 


44.82 


0.00 


18 


69.23 


0.00 


374 


66.66 


0.00 


204 


RULE (X) 


30.00 


0.00 


254 


78.00 


0.00 


110 


8.62 


0.00 


18 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.^0 


0.00 


N/A 


PftlNCIPLE (X) 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


46.55 


' 0.00 


18 


15.38 


' 0.00 


374 


20.130 


0.00 


204 


CRITERIA 
































END-OF-COURSC 6RA0E {X CORRECT) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A ' 


86.08 


4.89 


110 


82.67 


•6.18 


16 


93.31 


4.43 


282 


90.60 


4.61 


176 


OVERALL TRAINING APPRAISAL 
































SYSTEH (TAS) RATING {5pt Scale) 


^ 3.21 


0.73 


168 


2.92 


0.64 


78 


2.85 


0.37 


15 


2.86 


0.70 


129 


2.81 


0.69 


109 


FACT TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


CATEGORY TAS RATING {5pt Scale) 


. 3.41 


0.88 


138 


2.28 


0.71 


45 


* N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


3.08 


0.74 


98 


2.96 


0.68 


78 


PROCEDURE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


3.20 


0.70 


165 


3.04 


0.71 


74 


2.8%. 


0.39 


15 


2.78 


0.70 


125 


2.80 


0.74 


106 


RULE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


3.23 


■ 0.78 


155 


2.91 


0.65 


78 


^ 3.03 


0.65 


13 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


PRINCIPLE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.76 


0.44 


-15 


2.75 


0.84 


120 


2.73 


0.82 


104 


TIMi-TO-COW>LETE THE 






H 


























COURSE (HRS) 


206.50 


46.33 


231 


,281.37 


47.01 


110 


629.31 


127.33 


17 


91.92 


38.86 


284 


139.57 


47.^9 


176 


COST TO PRODUCE ONE GRAaUATE($) 


2577.54 


0.00 


254 


2968.66 


0.00 


110 


6475.95 


0.00 


18 


1699.20 


0.00 


374 


1839.75 


0.00 


204 



o 



7a 

-a 
o 



NOTES: X " Me*"* 

SO « Standard deviation. 
N « Sample size* 

N/A * Data not available, or applicable. 
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TABLE 5. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE 
INDIVIDUALIZED "A" SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY (continued) 













PACED COURSES 








COMPUfER- 


MANAGED INSTRUCTION 








rn 






xn 






YN 






AD 






EN 














6521 






6057 






6501 






6487 




PREDICTORS 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


- 

X 


SD 


N 


V 
A 




N 


Ariji (rercentiic ocore^ 








70 09 


13.65 


179 






208 


50.94 


13.64 


450 


57.29 


13.94 


356 


ASVAB COMPOSITE 


























108.72 


10.72 


352 


(Na\/y Standard Score) 


112.73 


10.10 


74 


181.49 


11.20 


165 


166.53 


10.63 


211 


207.78 


18.48 


451 


FACT {%) 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


4.76 


0.00 


464 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


CATEGORY {%) 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


8.33 


0.00 


185 


4.16 


O.OQ 


222 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


15.62 


o.od 


359 


PROCEDURE {%) 


76.92 


0.00 


84 


12.50 


0.00 


185 


87.50 


0.00 


222 


8&.71 


0.00 


464 


84.37 


0.00 


359 


RULE {%) 


33.07 


0.00 


84 


70.83 


0.00 


185 


8.33 


0.00 


222 


9.52 


0.00 


464 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


PRINCIPLE (%) 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


8.33 


0.00 


185 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


'N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


CRITERIA 
































ENO-OF-COURSE GRADE {% CORRECT) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


-N/A 


N/A 


N/A • 


N/A 


83.08 


'7.65 


453 


90.78 


6.84 


239 


OVERALL TRAINING APPRAISAL 






















0.58 




2.93 


0.56 


190 


SYSTEM (TAS) RATING (5pt Scale) 


2.91 


0.57 


65 


2.66 


0.62 


162 


- 2.88 


.0,73 


173 


3.01 


97 


FACT TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A- 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


'2-99 


0.68 


68 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


CATEGORy TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.33 


0.71 


89 


2.88 


0.81 


160 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.98 


0.62 


190 


PROCEDURE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


2.97 


0.60 


65 


2.48 


0.72 


1^0 


2.89 


0.74 


172 


3.01 


0.58 


97 


2.92 


0.56 


190 


RULE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


2.76 


0.-61 


65 


2.74 


0.63 


161 


2.85 


0.88 


163 


3.07 


0.84 


54 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


PllINClPLE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.33 


0.91 


145 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A ' 


N/A 


TIME-TO-COHPLETE THE 


























-73.84 


13.45 


348 


COURSE (HRS) 


150.04 


57.74 


69 


145.43 


25.89 


185 


171.30 


50.66 


211 


190.12 


50.46 


454 


COST TO PRODUCE ONE GRADUAJE($) 


3159.51 


0.00 


84 


2629.44 


0.00 


185. 3598.13 


0.00 


222 


2488.32 


0.00 


464 


1549.05 


0.00 


359 



TABLE 6. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE 
CONVENTIONAL "A" SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 



PREDICTORS 



ASVAB tOMPOSlTE 



FACT {%) 
CATEGORY {%) 
PROCEDURE {%) 
RULE {%) 
PRINCIPLE (%) 

CRITERIA 



CROUP-PACED COURSES 







AE 






ASE 






AW 






. EM 






' FTM ' 








6515 






6530 






6537 






6070 






6027 






X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


Score) 


61.86 


16.02 


86 


64.10 


15.53 


29 


68.65 


12.54 


43 


62.95 


15.37 


354 


72.22 


14.67 


77 


Score) 


227.27 


16.70 


86 


166.80 


11.78 


30 


115.40 


8.20 


42 


161.71 


18.52 


337 


236.38 


10.74 


72 




0.0<J 


0.00 


N/A 


-0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


2.43 


0.00 


47 


- 2.27 


0.00 


362 


18.75 


0.00 


77 




3.84 


0.00 


90 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


14.63 


0.00 


47 


4.54 


0.00 


362 


29.16 


0.00 


77 




59.6L- 


O.OQ- 




^ 92*85 


0.00 


36 


14.63 


0.00 


47 


20.45 


0.00 


362 


18.75 


0.00 


77 




3.84 


0.00^ 


90 


2.38 


0.00 


36 


24.39 


0.00 


47 


13.63 


Q.ao 


362 


4.16 


0.00 


77 




32.69 


0.00 


90 


4.76 


0.00 


36 


43.90 


0.00 


47 


59.09- 


0.00 


362 


29.16 


0.00 


77 



ENO-OF-COURSE GRADE {% CORRECT) 
OVERALL TRAINING APPRAISAL 

SYSTEM (TAS) RATING (5pt Scale) 
FACT TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 
CATEGORY TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 
PROCEDURE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 
RULE TAS RATlNGM.(5pt Scale) 
PRINCIPLE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 

TiME-TO-COMPLETe THE 

COURSE (HRS) 

COST TO PRODUCE ONE GRADUATE(J) 



82.61 


5.80 


90 


83.25 


6.28 


36 


82.17 


5.31 


46 


79.36 


2.86 


0.40 


54 


2.86 


0.68 


28 


2.80 


0.49 


36 


2.81 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.94 


0.67 - 


-^36. 


2,70* 


2.74 


0.77 


' 53 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.77 


0.46 


35 


^ 2.93 


2.92 


0.39 


54 


2.88 


0.68 


28 


3.02 


0.60 


36 


2.92 


2. -63 


0.82 


52 


2.70 


0.88 


22 


2.62 


0.64 


36 


2.75 


2.83 


0.47 


54 


2.76 


1.05 


25 


2.80 


0.58 


36 


2.79 


446.67 


14.99 


90 


368.00 


0.00 


36 


404.67 


30.00 


'A6 


259.46 


4378.00 


0.00 


90 


3646.88 


0.00 


36 


7019.60 


0.00 


47 


2958.57 



5.35 306 



0.54 
'0-.84- 
0.61 
0.61 
0.63 
0.58 



262 
172 
251 
262 
261 
261 



77.69 4.80 66 



2.73 
2.95 
2.83 
2.73 
2.67 
2.54 



0.64 
0.59 
0.-56- 
0.73 
0.73 
0.87 



34 

a4 

34 
33 
26 



428.03 50.53 66 
4196.78 0.00 77 



(D 
O 
zr 

o 



TO 
(D 

O 
-$ 



CO 



ERLC 



33 



34 



I 



TABLE 6. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE 
CONVENTIONAL "A" SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY (continued) 













GROUP-PACED COURSES 
















GMM 






RM-SEA 




RM-SHORE 




on 








6115 






6380 






6381 






6477 




PREDICTORS 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 


X 


SD 


N 




SD 


N 


AFQT (Percentile Score) 


66.87 


13.83 


47 


55.73 


12.60 


495 


0/ .OU 


1 n cc 

10. bo 


397 




in nn 

IW. \J\J 


1 7fi 


ASVAB COMPOSITE 




















(Navy Standard Score) 


226.21 


13.98 " 


47' 


105.74 


7.96 


487 


106.45 


6.85 


388 




fi fi7 
o . u / 


1 7fi 


FACT (i) 


1.85 


0.00 


47 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


H/A 


n nn 
u. uu 


n nn 

U. UU 


N /A 


CATEGORY {%) 


18.51 


0.00 


47 


20.' 00 


0.00 


496 


12.50 


0.00 


400 


3.84 


0.00 


177 


PROCEDURE {%) 


53.70 


0.00 


47 


80.00 


0.00 


496 


87.50 


0.00 


400 


46.15 


0.00 


177 


RULE 1%) 


11.11 


n on 

U. \J\J 




u. uu 


0.00 


N/A 


U.UU 


n nn 
U.UU 


U /A 
n/n 


A o on 
4^.oU 


n nn 
U.UU 


1// 


PRINCIPLE {%) 


14 .'81 


0.00 


47 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A' 


7.69 


0.00 


177 


CRITERIA 


























END-OF-COURSE GRADE {% CORRECT) 


76.88 


4.93 


47 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


89.36 


4.40 


177 


OVERALL TRAINING APPRAISAL 


















SYSTEM (TAS) RATING (5pt Scale) 


2.85 


0.68 


13 


2.45 


0.68 


363 


^.62 


0.69 


309 


3.18 


0.65 


130 


FACT TAS RATING, (5pt Scale) 


2.00 


1.10 


6 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


CATEGORY TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


. 2.84 


0.73 


12 


2.54 


0.40 


354 


2.27 


0.99 


75 


3.29 


0.84 


103 


PROCEDURE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 


2.84 


0.64 


13 


2.39 


0.60 


349 


2.63 


0.69 


309 


3.21 


0.67 


130 


RULE TAS RATING tSpt Scale) 


3.11 


0.63 


12 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


' 3.17 


0.72 


130 


PRINCIPLE TAS RATING (5pt Scale)' 


2.77 


0.66 


11 


N/A 


W/A . 


N/A 


N/A . 


N/A 


N/A 


3.01 


6.85 


76 


TIME-TO-COMPLETE THE 


























COURSE (HRS) 


330.80 


5.14 


47 


112.00 


0.00 


496 


72.00 


0.00 


400 


240.00 


0.00 


177 


COST TO PRODUCE ONE GRADUATE($) 


4228.68 


0.00 


47 


1419.30 


0.00 


496 


595.68 


0.00 


400 


2129.76 


0.00 


177 



TABLE 7. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES 
FOR THE BASIC COURSES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 



PREDICTORS 



COMPUTER-MANAGED INSTRUCTION 



X 


RM-B 
6144 

SD 


N 


X 


PE-B(EN) 
6261 

SD 


N 


X 


PE-B(MM) 
' 6262 • 

SD 


N 




N/A 






N/A 






N/A 






N/A 






N/A 






N/A 




27.27 


o.-oo 


894 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


18.18 


0.00 


894 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


54.54 


0.00 


894 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


65.21 


0.00 


.552 


0.00 


0.00 


N/Av 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A 


0.00 


0.00 


N/A • 


34.78 


0.00 


552 



AF()T (Percentile Score) 
ASVAB COMPOSITE 
(Navy Standard' Score) 

FACT (X) 
CATEGORY (%) 
PROCEDURE {%) 
RULE (X) 
PRINCIPLE (%) 

[CRITERIA 



END-OF-COURSE GRADE (X CORRECT) 
OVERALL TRAINING APPRAISAL 

SYSTEM (TAS) RATING (5pt Scale) 
FACT TAS RATING- (5pt Scale) 
CATEGORY TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 
PROCEDURE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 
RULE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 
PRINCIPLE TAS RATING (5pt Scale) 

TIME-TO-COMPLETE THE 
COURSE (MRS) 

COST to PRODUCE ONE GRADUATE ($) 



N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A _ 


N/A 


N/A 


91.81 


4.51 


-460 


2.58 ■ 


0.54 


697 


, N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.86 


0.51 


251 


2.53 


0.62 


683 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


- 2.78 


0.69 


651 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.55 


0.62 


684 


N/A 


■N/A 


N/A 


2.80 


0.64 


251 


. N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


, N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2.97 


0.61 


248 


244.31 


85.42 


88$ 


104.86 


30.62 


351 


92.93 


27.72 


548 


838". 00 


0.00' 


894 


1509.30 


0.00 


359 


1149.40 


0.00 


•552 



NOTE:_ NA = Not applicable; data previously presented in tables 5 and 6. 
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TABLE 8. SCHOOL INFORMATION: SELF-PACED COURSES (AK, DK, TD, YN) 



SCHOOL and CDP/CIN* ^ ' 


Information 
Items 


Aviation Storekeeper (AK) 
"A" School 
6522/C-551-2010 


Disbursing Clerk (DK) 
"A" School 
6061/A-542-0I1 


Aviation Tech^cian Training 
Dev iceman (TD) "A" School 
6521/C-191-2010 


Yeoman (YN) 
"A" School 
6O57/A-51O-0012 


Purpose of the 
Course 


Basic administrative and 
materiel control proce- 
dures and operations in 
squadrons and maintenance 
departments 


Information and procedures 
to manage/compute pay and 
allowances and travel 
entitlements 


Basic administration,' 
maintenance an3 operation 
of flight .simulators, 
training aids, test 
equipment, electrical 
and electromechanical 
device systems 


Apprentice level knowledge 
of admi nis^rat ive ski 1 1 s 
and" preparation of 
correspondence 


Average Course *35 days (227.5 hrs) 
Length^ (Contact Hours) 


50 days (350 hrs) 


27 days (216 hrs) ' 


35 days (241 hrs) 


Organization of 
Training Content 


16 modules composed of 
, topics of varying 
length; fixed sequence 


12 units composed of 
lesson topics of varied 
^ length, in fixed 
sequence 


8 modules composed of 
'lesson topics or varying 
length; fixed sequence 


4 modules consisting of 
varying number of lesson 
topics (totaling 43 lesson 
topics). Modules are 
presented in a fixed 
sequence. 


Breakdown of 
Instruction 


75% SP for info/ theory 
ZS% lab/hands-on 


50% SP info/ theory 
50% lab/hands-tfn 


35% SP for info/theory 

65% lab/hands-on (also IMI^) 


17% SP 

83% lab' for preparation 
of correspondence typing 


Media 


Audiovisual (A/V material) 


Office machines 


A/V material 


A/V materials, typing 


Performance \ 

X 


Pass each module 
Hand in homework if fall 
behind in course. Pass 
lab exercises 


Pass each lesson topic 
■4 Pass lab exercises 


Pass each module 


Pass each module 


Types of Tests 


Multiple-choice, 
Lab/hands-on * 


Multiple-choice, 
Lab practical 


Multiple-ichoice, 
Lab/hands-on 


Lab/hands-on performance 
tests , ' ~ 


Computation of 
Final Course 
Grade 


SAT/UNSAT. Achieve 100% 
on module tests in three 
attempts. Tinjp to 
complete 


Weighted average of 
unit tests 


^ SAT/UNSAT - must reach 
100% criterion (time to 
complete) 


Pass/fail" each module 


iBased on SMEs estimate; refers to actual technical, training time only. 







2lMI refers to instructor rrtanaged instruction. 



♦COP: Course Data Processing number. 
GIN: Course Identification number. 
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\ TABLE 8. SCHOOL 


INFORMATION: SELF-PACED COURSES (AK, DK. ^TD. YN) (continued) . 




SCHOOL and CDP/CIN 


Information 

Items ^ 


Aviation Storekeeper (AK) 
"A- School 
6522/C-551-2010 ' 


Disbursing Clerk. (DK) 
"A- School 
6061/A-542-011 


Aviation Technician Training 
Oevlceman (TD) "A" School 
6521/C-191-2010 


Yeoman (YN) 
' "A- School 
6057/A-510-0012 


V i aSb . ^ Lonu 1 nvj 


None> Honor graduate 
acknowledgment If 
finish In 20 days 


Final, course grade. 
Honor graduate If grade 
higher than 90X 


None 


None 


Pr#ppnii { f4ii 

Schools" 


None 


none 


DC IC 

AVA-1 (Aviation Fundamentals) 


None 


Accession 
Patterns 


' Recruit Training Command (RTC) 
Fleet returnees 
Reservists 

"JOBS* program personnel 


RTC 
Fleet 


RTC 

AVA, fleet retifrnees 


RTC; few fleet returnees 


Billet Assignments 
After Course 
Completion 


Fleet/Shore 


Fleet/Shore ^ 


' Fleet /Shore 


Fleet 


Interval Between: 
a. Arrival and 

starting the 

course 


Same day 


Same day: 


Same day 


Same day 


b. Graduatjon and 
departure to 
duty statloiv 


14 days leave 


3 days (then 14 days 
leave) ' ' 


Same day' 


VaFles 

♦ 


Rented 1 at Ion 
Procedures 


Retake only questions ' 
missed on test to achieve 
lOOX. If fall behind, 
hand In homework • 


Redo lesson topics 
previously falled-- 
amountj of work 
determ'ined by the 
Instructors ^ 


Retake questions 
failed Initially 


Given special lessons If * 
'fall lesson after three 
attempts* Given two 
attempts to pass module 
tp^t If failed flr^r ^ 
time , 1 


-Setback 
Procedures 


None formally. ARB 
counsel^ student 

» 


None formally 


\ 

None. ARB counsels 
students 


ARB determines If trainee 
is to* setback, especially if 
trainee fails lesson after, 
three attempts or module 
tests after two attempts 


4i • 




« 

* . / 


If 










» 





o 

3 
O 
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'^ 

ri- 



42 



—-'TABLE 8. SCH00U-"mP0IWftTWKr--Sftf-P«EO'1XnmSe^t^rOK;*n^^^^ 



SCHOOL and CDP/CIN ^ 



Infohnation 
- Items 



Aviation Storekeeper (AK) 
"A- School 
6522/C-551-2010 



Oisbufsing Clerk (OK) 
• -A- School 
6061/A-542-0U . — 



r 



Aviation Technician Training 
Deviceman (TO) "A" School 
6521/C-iai-2010 



Yeoman (YN) 
" "A- School 
6057/A-510-00K 



SHE 
Cocnments 

Effectiveness of 
current method of 
instruction* in 
achieving the 
purpose of the 
course 



Opinion re 
overall 
effectiveness 
of SP versus 6P 



. No. Unable to keep up with 

paper changes 

. Required to 'change 

Curriculum every quarter; 

difficult to update^ 

. New terminology *difficult 

to ieach trainees 

. Difficult to teach " * 

hands-on with SP— 'changes • - 

bring chanses to procedures 

all the time . 

. ' Writrng< styles differ 

among authors^with changes. 

There is alot of Rewriting 

of the procedures by 

instructors 

. Lag time (to institute 
change in the course) too 
great 

. Too many changes far 
SP— can't train to Job 
entry level—train to 3rd 
class level instead. 



. Favor GP. 6P would cut 
turn-around. tO' pr^int 
course changes. Could 
have GP at beginning and 
SP at end of cdurse 

14.6 grade readipg 
level of pubs. Possible 
mismatch with reading 
level of trainees \ 
. Possibly not retaining 
information-informal 
comprehensive exam results 
indicate 90X first-time 
failure rate 
# . SP more 'instructor/ 
curriculum intensive 
than 6P 



Yes 



. Favor GP over SP 
but staff has not 
been under GP nwd^ 
. €P may be better for 
"lower level" trainees 
lacking reading skills, 
etc.. 

. SP better for 
management and 
scheduling and 
flexibility— more 
throughput of 
students 



. No. SP doesn't^train 
students veil ia substantive 
areas like electronics. 
Curriculum is too easy. 
Main tests are taken 
from progress tests in 
.book. Complaint centers 
on poor materials and 
testing methods. CISOs^ 
are writing materials and 
tests 

. Some students "race" 
the computer which defeats, 
purpose of SP 



Same as above 



. No. Too much variation 
in manuals. One* cannot 
have SP instruction and get 
standard performance. 
Manuals are open to inter- 
pretation. Instructor 
becomes a "grading" machine. 
Students are missing OJT and 
instructor experiences due 
to civilian contract 
teacJ^ing 



Favor GP over SP. SP 
instruction (relies mainly 
on) examples specific to 
the school . 



4 







TABLE 9. SCHOOL 


INFORMATION; SELF-PACED COURSES (IH, MM1200 PSI, KM600 PSI, PN) 








t 


^ . SCHOOL, and CDP/C'IN ' \ 






Infonnatiorr 
Items 


Instrumentman (IH) 

"A" School 
6046/A-670-0010 


Machinist's Mate (MM) 
1200 psI "A" School 
6492/A-65I-0053 


^Machinist's Mate im) 
600 psi -"A" School 
6493/A,-651-Q082 - 


Personnelman (PN) 

"A- School 
6057/A-500-0014 " 




Purpose of 
the Course 


Basic procedures to repair, 
calibrate, and perform 
casualty analysis on 
precision, mechanical 
measuring Instruments 


Basic understanding of 
operatlpnal and preventive 
malntenancei^rocedures of 
conventional (non-nuclear) 
1200 psi turbines 


Present nuclear power school 
students with basic under- 
standing of 600 psi 
turbines and evaporators 


Basic clerical*dut1es, ^ 
typing skills, and ' *' 
preparation of Naval 
correspondence and use of 
manua 1 s 




Average Course 
leng«il 


100 days (750 hrs) 


34 days (248.2 hrs) 


lo'days (73 hrs) 


36 days (217 hrs) 


CO 


Organization of 
Training Content 


15 niodules with varying 
number of lessons wUhIn 
each module. Fixed 
sequence' 


16 modules with varying 
number of lessons within 
each module. Watch 
station Indoctrination 
presented after last 
module* Fixed sequence 


16 (jjodule^^i^h varying 
number of lessons within 
. each module. Watch 
station Indoctrination 
presented after last * 
module. Fixed sequence 


60 lessons organized . 
Into 4 major phases. 
Fixed 'sequence. Lesson 
length varies 




Breakdovm of 
Instruction 


50X SP for Info/theory. 
50ic lab/h^nds-on • 
practice 


701 SP'for InfoVtheory 
18* lab/hands-Ofi practice 
12% classroom seminar 
for discission 


70X %9 for Info/theory 
30X lab/hands-on 
practice 


SP (no breakdown glv^n 
1n_^ percentages J 
lab/Hands-on 




Media 


Written dij^terlal 


Steam propulsion plant 


Steam propulsion plant 


Written material 




Performance 
Measures 


Pass each lesson. Hqnd 
ir\ homework If fall 
behind. Pass lab 
exercises* Pass written 
test for knowledge 


Pass each module. 
Pass lab In watch- 
standing 


Pass each module. 
Pass lab exercise on. 
evaporators. Sometimes 
have to pass each lesson 
within a module ^ 


Pass each lesson. 
Pass lab/exercise 




Types of Te^ts 


, Multiple-choice and lab/ 
hands-on* Homework 
assignments on case-by- 
case basis 


Multlple-chtflce and fill 
In the blanks. Watch- 
standing ^graded on SAT/ 
UNSAT basis 


Multiple-choice and 
hands-on test on 
evaporators 


Multiple-choice 
lab/hands-on . 



n 



n 



•a 
o 

r1- 



CO 



?Based on SMEs' estimates; refers to actual training time only. 
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TABLE 9, SCHOOL INFORMATION: SELF-PACEO COURSES (IM, W1200 PSI. MM600 PSI. PN) (continued) 



SCHOOL and COP/CIN 


rnformation 
Items 


Instrumentman (IH) 

"A- School 
6D46/A-670-0010 


Machinist's Mate (MM) 
1200 psi "A- School 
6492/A-651-O053 


Machinist's Mate (MM) 
600 psi "A" School 
6493/A-651-0082 


Personnelman (PN) 

"A" School 
6057/A-500-0014 


Conputation of 
Final Course Grade 


Comprehensive final < If 
fail, then compute average 
from prior module test 
results 


Comprehensive final requiring 
80.57X and above to pass. 
Comprehensive orals piven 
in' seminars 


Comprehensive final 
requiring 91.26X to pass 


Time to completion 


Class Standing 


Not computed 


Honor graduates require 
greater than 95.'375t and 
complete course in 25 
* days 


Honor graduates require 
greater than 97.32X and 
complete course in 6 days 


None used 


Prerequisite Schools 


None 


PE BASICS 


PE BASICS 


None 


Accession Patterns 


RTC 


RTC 


RTC 


RTC 


Billet Assignments 
,After Course 
Completion 


Fleet 


F.leet 


Nuclear Power School 
in uriando 


Fleet 


Interval Between: 
a. Arrival and 

starting the 

course 


Same day 


^ 2 days 


Same day 


1 day 


b. Graduation and 
departure to 
duty station ^ 


About 3 weeks; includes 
about 15 days leave - 


15 days leave 


15 days leave 


3 days 


Remediation 
Procedures 


Repeat lessons within 
module with aid from 
instrudtor/course 
officer/or ARB^ 


Instructor counsels 
trainees every 5 days 
for personal problems. 
Typically, there is ""orar 
remediation without 
documentatidn 


Same as MM 1200 


6oes to classroom to study 
the failed test— retake 
test under supervision of 
learning center instructor. 
Trainee counseled if falls 
behind by 5 lessons 


Setback 
Procedures 


Repeat module. ARB 
attempts to find cause 
of trainee's poor 
performance 


ARB reviews academic and 
• motivation problems to 
determine setbacks. 
Trainee set back for not 
passing seminars 


None formally. 
Kuclear Power Advisor 
decides whether student 
should be dropped 6r 
waivered 


ARB questions trainee on 
subject matter if trainee 
fails the retake test, 
Oeclsion is then made to 
setback, etc. 



^Academic Review Board* 

1 



TABLE 9. SCHOOL INFORMATION: SELF-PACED COURSES (IM. MM1200 PSI, MH600 PSI, PN) (continued) 



SCHOOL and COP/CIN 



Information 
Items 



Instrumentman (IK) 

•*A- School 
6046/A-670-0010 



Machinist's Mate (MM) 
1200 psi "A- School 
6492/A-651-0053 



Machinist's Mate {m) 
600 psi -A" School 
6493/A-65U0082 



Personnelman (PN) 
• "A" School 
6057/A-500-0014 



SME 
Conments 

Effectiveness of 
current method of 
instruction In 
achieving the 
purpose of the 
course 



. Yes, but lockstcp (6P) 
more effective with a 
dynamic Instructor 
. SP would replace 
a low/mediocre Instructor 



-Yes, with exception of 
time required in 1200 (hot) 
plant3 

. (trainee) should be 
doinq more (activities) 
within the 6 days of 
watch 

. the hot plant Is used 
for many activities (PEO,^ 
etc.) but trainee not 
allowed to put "hands-on" 
even though plant was 
built to train 1200 psi 
trainees 

. SP Is adequate with 
(6P) seminar as a check 
point 



. No, no comprehension {by 
students) in course 
. Probably not much 
retention 

. Original purpose was to 
present terminology and 
functions, and "weed-out" 
Inadequate Nuclear Power 
School selectees. (However, 
the students are) actually not 
weeded out properly because 
only approximately .5X weeded 
out, and approximately 70% 
dropout later In Nuclear 
Power School 



. Yes, SP best for Job 
entry level 

. Would los£ more under 6P 
instruction of Job entry 
level skills 



Opinion of 
overall 

effectiveness of 
SP versus 6P 



See above 



. SP emphasizes 
quantity over quality 
. SP adequate with a 
seminar 

. Not much self- 
satisfaction of 
instructors i« SP 



. Suggest Ending only honor 
grads to Nuclear Power School 
and give them the MM600 course 
there In Orlando 



Favor SP 



3parentheses "( )" added to complete the flow of the coffments. 
^Prospective Engineering Officer. 



TABLE 10. SCHOOL INFORMATION: CHI COURSES (EN, AO. 'RM- BASICS, PE BASICS) 







SCHOOL a/d CDP/CIN 




Information 
Items 


Engineman (EN) 

-A- School 
6482/A-652-.0010 


Aviation Machinist's Mate (AD) 
"A" School 
6501/C-601-2010 


Radioman (RM) Basics 
"A" School 
6144/A-202-0014 


Propulsion Engineering (PE) Basics 
6261 (EN)/6262 (MM1200 & MM600)/ 
A-651-0010^ 


Purpose of Course 

0 


Basic operation and mainte- 
nance of diesel engines. 
Perform as Engineman 
• Messenger of the Watch (EMOW) ' 
and Engineman Petty Officer 
of|,the Watch (EPOW) for 
diesel propulsion plant 


Basic understanding of opera- 
tions and principles' of 
aircraft propulsion, hydro- 
electric, and rotary wing 
dynamics, systems replacement, 
and jnai ntenance 


Security procedures for 
messages, code signs, use 
of manuals, and preparation 
of message formats on 
teletype 


Familiarize BTs, MMs, and 
ENs with hand tool^ and- 
basic principles of engin- 
eering System components in 
shipboard propulsion plants 


^erage Course 17 days (85 hrs) 
Length^ (Content Hours) 


'27.5 days (216 hrs) 


33.5 days (258 hrs) 


17.5 days (129 hrs) 


Organization of 
Training Content 


15 RX)dules. Each module 
has a topic in 3 levels: 
prpgranmed instruction, 
narrative, and suirniary.^ 
Length of-modules varies 
with topic. Modules 
presented in fixed 
sequence 


11 modules composed of 
lesson topics, fJxed 
sequence . J' 


Modules with varying 
lengths. Each module 
covers a major topic; 
fixed sequence 


13 modules. Each module' 
has a topic composed of 
varying number of lessons. 
Modules presented in fixed 
' sequence 


Breakdown of 
Instruction 


50X CMI info/ theory 
50X laboritory for 
hands-on practice 


40* CMI info/theory 
30X GP - discussion 
SOX lab/hands-on 


m CMI for info/theory 
605t lab/hands-on in TTY 
drills 


80* CMI info/theory 
lab for hands-on | 


Media 


Manuals and movies 


A/V material 


Written material; TTY 
equipment 


Slide/sound projections; 
operational equipment 


Performance 
Measures 


Pass each module. Hand 
• in homework if fall 
behind. Uses work 
booklet; read micrometers 
in lab. Stand EMOW and 
EPOW successfully. Final r 
comprehensive' exam 


Pass module tests 


Pass each module 
Pass lab practical 


Pass each module, pass lab 
exercises.v Some modules 
have more than one test. 
Sometimes tests are 
grouped over series of 
lessons across modules 


Types of Tests 


Multiple-choice .and lab/ 
hands-on. In* multiple 
choice, write answer in 
test booklet and then 
convert to multiple- 
choice alternative 


Multiple-choice^ 
lab/hands-on 

i 


Multiple-choice, 
lab/hands-on 


^ Multip-le-cholce and lab/ 
hands-on. Paper-pencil 
tests may also consist of 
just choosing answer from a 
group of answers, not 
necessarily in a multiple- 
choice format 



^Sased on SHEs' estimates; refers to actual training time only. 
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TABLE 10. SCHOOL INFORMATION: CMI COURSES (EN, AO, RH BASICS, PE BASICS) (continued) 









SCHOOL and COP/CIN 






Information 
Items 


Engineman (EN) 

"A" School 
6482/Ar652-OO10 


Aviation Machfnist's Mate (AO) 
"A- School 
6501/C-601-2010 


Radioman (RM) Basics 

"A- School 
< 6144/A-202-0014, 


Propulsion Engineering (PE) Basics 
6261 (EN)/6262 (MM1200 & MM600)/ 
A-651-0010 


• 

m 


Computation of 
Final Course 
Grade 


One final exam with 150 
questions worth two-thirds 
of a point each. 80.57X is 
minimum passing grade. 
Also, must pass at least 
80% of modules 


ncigntcQ sum or tni. 
Shop, and GP performance 
tests 

63% to pass 


Time to completion 


One final exam with 150 
questions. HortMk graduate 
must have at least 95% 
on. final exam and complete 
course in 7*5 'days 




Class Standing 


Based on final exam, three 
groups are ranked: 
80.57 - 87, 88 - 94, 
95 - 100 


Final course grade ^ 


None. *Accelerated advance- 
ment if complete the 
course within 20X of 
projected time, and then 
can make E-*3 without 
advancement test 


None - use above criteria 
for honor jQPvduate 
It 




Prerequisite 


PE BASICS 


ArUN-P (AvHtion 

Fundamentals) 


None formally. If time 
permits, 4>-5 days pretyping 
^ training is given 


None 




Accession Patterns 


RTC and S% from fleet 


RTC 


RTC 


RTC 


ISillet Assignments 
Wter Course 


Fleet, 5-lOX; "C" School 
for rest 


NAMTRA (Advanced Aviation 
Machinist training) 


RM "A- Sphool 
(Sea or Shore) 


^T, EN, or MM "A" .School 




Interval Betvfeen: 
a. Arrival and 

stating the 

course 


1 day. Start "A" School 
when begin PE BASICS 


Same day 


25 days (attending 
basic military 
^ in&truction)*^ 


5 days - includes 3 days of , 
i nd'oc tr i nat i on 


* 


b. Graduation and 
' departure to 
^duty station 


1 week; longer for 
overseas assignments 


3 days 


1 day 


less than 2 days ^ 




Remediation 
Procedures 


jUpon falling a module, 
trainee reviews items 
missed with*the 
instructor; oral ' 
remediation with 
instructor; or repeats 
workbook 


In the CMI portion -of the 
course, student reviews 
failed lesson and then is 
verbally questioned by 
- instructor. In GP and 
lab, only verbal 
questioning by instructor * 


Retakes failed module > 
until achieves lOOX 
correct 


learning Center Supervisor 
determines whether student 
needs tutoj;ing or night 
study (2 hrs/nigbt) ^ 


/ 

4 


Setback 
Procedures 

0 ' 


If Student fails modules 
after four attempts, 
ARB makes decision 
about set back 


None, ARB counsels 


None 


ARB decides whether to set 
back studentA Few setbacks, 
10-15/yr. Wb?ii set back, 
student starts with 
module which resulted in 
original failure 



O 
O 



a> 

o 
-s 
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TABLE 10. SCHOOL INFORHATION; CHI COURSES (EN, AO, RH BASICS, PE BASICS) (continued) 



SCHOOL and CDP/CIN 



:dp^c 



Information 
Items 



Englneman (EH) 

"A" School 
6482/A-652-0010 



Aviation Machinist's Hate (AD) 
"A^kSchool 
650ff7C-601-2010 



Radioman (RH) Basics 
. "A" School 
. fel44/A-202-0014 



PropuU Ion 'Engineering (PE) Basics 
6261 (EN)/6262 (HH1200 HM600)/ 
;A.651-001O 



SHE 
Comments' ^ 

Effectiveness of 
current rnethod of 
Instruction In , 
achieving the 
purpose of the 
course 



Yes * adequate but scope 
should be widened to 
cover A^jylsion and 
auxl >1aryS<y)1t:s 



No - £out/e does not produce 
appreriMce mechanics. 
• Instru«or apathy present 
and ixudents ar^ not 
treated'xlth concern - - 



No response reported 



. 'tes - about 85-95% effective 
^ If used properly 
. Up to Instructors to pick 
out academic problems and 
correct them, but some 
Instructors can^t handle ^ 
academic problems and de^nd' 
too much on computers to 
manage course fully « 
. A bis problem Is thajt ' 
30-4O3( students have 
diffttulty In reading/ 
comprehension o 



Opinion re * 
eCtectlveness 
of versus 6P 



GP would be better than 
SP In Increasing scope^^of 
content td better reflect 
true fleet conditions 



. GP would be better tlian 

ilnstructbrs feel that 
they are clerks 
. Theoretlca'lly, student 
can go through course and 
never ask a question 
. A lot of Instructor 
apatHy ' 



No response reported 



SP worse than 6P, but 
perhaps this opinion due 
mor« to Ignorance of 
.capabilities of computer 
and training of Ins^uctors 
(than to SP,' per se)^ 



CO 



f 

• 
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TABLE 11. SCHOOL INFORMATION: 


• CONVENTIONAL COURSES (AE,' ASE, AW) 






SCHOOL and CDP/CIN 




Information 
Items 


Aviation Electrician's Mate (AE) 
"A" ^Jrhool 
6515/C-602-2012 


Aviation Support Equipmeirt 
Techniciah Electrical (ASE) 
"Al" School 
6530/C-602-2019 


Av i at ion Ant i -^ubm^trlnp 
Warfare Operat;or (AW) 
"A" School 
6537/C-210-2010 


- Purpose of the Course 


Basic maintenance procedure 
on aircraft electrical, 
electronic, and instrument 
. systems 


Basic electrical skills 

♦ / 


Analysis of sensory data to 
detect submarines vi^ under- 
standing of basic magnetic 
theory, radar and ESM {electronic'' 
sensor machines') systems, 
sonar systems, and power plants 


Mvcrd^c i^ourse LenQtri'' 
(Contact Hours) 


55 days (363 hrs) 


Al days (368 hrs) 


58 days (383 hrs) 


Organization of 
Training Content 


9 major units composed of 

Vfirvlna niimhprc of loccnn 

topics; fixed sequence 


3 major phases with 1-5 
units per phase; fixed 
sequence ; " 


11 units composed of lesson 
topics of varying length; fixed 
sequence 


"Breakdown of 
Instruction ' 


70t GP info/thporv 
30< lab/hands*on 


3u* or ror inro/tneoijy 
5bt lab/hands-on 


^ 50% GP info/theory 
50% lab/hands-on 


Media 


y\f\cit —line t'v*A{n{nn Aaxi { /*ac 
i^Uh~up9| trdiiiiiiy ucV1Cc5| 

actual aircraft ' 


A/V materials; opera- 
tional equipmen^ 


A/V material 


Performance Measures 


Pass unit tests, pass lab 
practicals 


For each unit, pass 
written exam, pracjtical 
exercise, and lab ^ 
performance 


Pass each lesson, hand in 
homework. 


Types of Tests 


Multiple-choice, 
lab/handS'On 


Multiple-choice, ^ 
lab/hands-of) exercises, 
some homework 


Multiple-choice, 

lab/hands-on, 

homework 


Computation of Final 
Course Grade 

• 


Average of 11 unit tests. 
Each unit test grade is to 
inciuQc wriLten, practical, 
and performance results,. 


Average of unit exams, 
lab grade, performance 
grade, and final 
comprehensive exam 


Weighted average of three-phase 
exams (90%i artd final compre- 
hensive exam (10%) 


Class Standings 


Final course grade 


Final grade 


Final cou^ grade 


leased on SMEs* estimates; 


refers to actual technical traijiing time only. . 





n) 
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TABLE 11. SCHOOL INFORMATION: CONVENTIONAL COURSES (AE, ASE, AW) (continued) 







SCHOOL and CDP/tfN 




Information 
I tens 


Aviation bicCLrician 5 nate V'^^^ 
"A" School 
6515/C-602-2012 


Aviation Support Equipment 
iecnnician tiectricai iajcj 
"Al" School 
6530/C-602-2D19 


Aviation Anti-5ubmarine 
warfare uperaior ^miij 
"A" School 
6537/C-210-2010 


Pr*0r*pnii 1 c 1 ^rhnnlc 
r 1 CI ci^u 1 ^ 1 be juiiuu 1 ^ 


RF /F 
AFUN-A 


RF/r 

DC/ C 

Avla^on Fundamentals 


MrUrt - r ^ur COUrSCi O QaydJ 

) 


Accession Patterns 


RTC 


RTC 


RTC 


Billet Assignments- 
After Course Completion 

/' 


Fleet NAMTRA units 
FRAMP (Fleet Replacement) 


Fleet 
Shot'e 
HAMTRADET 


Naval Aircrew Candidate course 
for 6 weeks; then to a Replace- 
ment Air Group (RAG); and then 
to the Fl£et - 


Interval Between: 
a. Arrival and starting 
the course 


S days 


14 days 


7 days . ; 


b. Graduation and 
departure to duty 
station 


Same day 


Same day ' * 


2 days 


Remediation Procedures 


Night study for 3 days 
to retake failed test 


Retakes failed unit exam 
next day after night 
study - can request, a 
remediation instructor for 
that night 


None 



Setback Procedures ARB makes decision after Infrequent - most If failed tests, ARB makes 

second failure of test setbacks are medical decision 

♦ 



TABLE 11. SCHOOL INFORMATION: CONVENTIONAL COURSES (A£. ASE. AWJ (continued) 







SCHOOL and CDP/CIN^ 




Information 
Items 


Aviation Ele<ftrician's Mate (AE) 
"A" School 
6515/C-602-2012 


Aviation Support Equipment 
Technician Electrical (ASE) 
*»A1" School 
6530/C.602-2019 


Aviatioa Anti-Submarine 
Warfare Operator (AW) 
"A" School 
6537/C-210-2010 


SHE 
Cofnnents 








Effectiveness of current 
Biethod of instruction in 
achieving the purpose of 
the course 


Yes • 


Yes - instructor/stu^Ient 
relationship very important 
in achieving the goals of 
the course-. Instructor^ 
student ratio is 1:11 tn 

i« lass uiiu 1 III biiup 


Yes 


Opinion re effectiveness 
of SP versus 6P 

* 


. Favor ^ over SP 
based on experience with 
having to reteach BE/E 
(to AE trainees) 
• Student conments 
favor 6P 


. Favor 6P over SP 
. Many negative comments 
about BE/E -'seem to be 
problems associated with 
retention of material learned 
in BE/E 


Favor 6P over SP 


> 

6i 
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TABLE 12. SCHOOL- INFORMATION; CONVENTIONAL COURSES (EM, FTM, GMM) 







SCHOOL and COP /C IN 




Information 
Items 


electrician's Mate (EM) 
"A" School . 
6070/A-662-0016 


^ Fire Control Technician 
Missile (FTM) 
^ fs oLnoo 1 , rnase i 
6027/A.113-0010 


Gunner's Mate, Missile (GMM) 

M oCnOOl 
6115/A-041-0010 


Purpose of the Course 


Basic electronic and 
mechanical principles, 
theory, procedures, and 
troubleshooting skills 


Basic operations of electronic 
and electromechanical test 
equipment, circuits. 
Casualty analysis and 
corrective and preventive 
maintenance 


Basic skills in electricity 
and hydraulics; PMS (Preventive 
Maintenance System) in weapon 
systems; prepare for "C" 
School 


Average Course Lengthl 
(Contact Hours) 


43 days (217.8 hrs) 


55 days (401.5 hrs) 


- 60 days (327.5 hrs) (Graduation 
date fixed regardless of 
interruptions) 


Organization of 
Training Content 


Lessons with varying 
lengths. Units are 
weekly segments and a 
lesson topic is a \ 
variable portion of ■ 
, the unit week. Fixed 
sequence 


12 major topics of varying 
lengths. Fixed sequence 

\ 


Twelve 1-week units; varying 
number of lessons witJtin each 
unit. Units presented in 
fixed sequence 


Breakdown of 
Instruction 


GP for info/theory 
25%«lab/hands-on 


BOX GP for info/theory 
20X lab/hands-oh 


85X GP 

15X lab practice of small arms 
weapons only 


Media 


A/y materials; mock-ups 


A/V material, training 
devices 


Overhead projections 


Performance Measures 


Pass each unit; pas3 
lab/hands-on. Hand in 
homework. 


Pass each lesson, hand in 
homework. Pass^ lab 
exercises 


Pass exam at end of* each unit 
each week 


Types of Tests 


Muljtiple-choice, 
lab/hands-on exercise 


Multiple-choice, 
lab/hands-on 


Multiple-choice and lab/ 
hands-on. Quizzes also 
admi roistered at instructor 
discretion 


Computation of Final 
Course Grade 


Weighted average of 
seven unit tests, final 
comprehensive exam and 
practical exam 


Average of U weekly tests 
and 2 comprehensive exams 
(electronic and electro- 
mechanical blocks) 


Sum all weekly exams and 
divide by number of weeks. 
This value is'.weighted 80% 
and quiz averages weighted 
20X* Final weighted average 
' to pass must be at least 63% 



ISased on SHEs* estimates; refers to actual training time only. 



TABLE 12. SCHOOL INFORMATION: " CONVENTIONAL' COURSES (EM, FTM, GMH) (continued) 







SCHOOL and CDP/CIN 




Information 
Items 


Electriclan^s Mate (EM) 
"A'* School 
6070/A-662-0016 


Fire Control Technician 
Missile (FTM) 
"A" School, Phase I 
' 6627/A-113-0010 


Gunner's Mate, Missile (GMM) 
"A" School 
6115/A-041-0010 


Glass otanainQs 


Fin;!] Grade 
r 1 iia 1 y » auc 


Final course grade 


Based on final weighted 
score—high scores result In 
accelerated advancement 


Prerequisite Schools 


BE/E 


DC/C 


BE/E 


Accession Patterns 


RTC 

'Fleet returnees 


RTC 


RTC; onty two fleet 
returnees at any given time 


Billet Assignments 
After Course Completion 


Males: Fleet (non-nuclear 
trainees); Orlando Nuclear 
Power School (nuclear power 
- trainees). Females: shore 
duty 


Fleet, if 4 year obligor 
FT Phase 2 School, If 6 year 
obligor 


Fleet 


Interval ^Between; 

a.. Arrival and Starting 
\[ the tourse 


30 days (seasonally, 
varies) 


7 days 


30 days 


b. Graduation and 
Depattyre to Outy 

Statjjpji 

Remediation Procedures 


Same day 

Retakes the lesson -failed, 
.if failed test by. two . 
questions. Handled by 
phase supervisor. 


2 days 

Given study package after 
failing test, then retakes 
test 


Same day 

If student fails unit test on 
Friday, review material that 
evening and take retest on 
Saturday morning 


'"6etl)ack Procedures 


Repeats the weekly unit 
(all 'retaken tests given 
grade of 63X) and attend 
night study. Handled by 
ARB 


If fail retake, ARB 
determines outcome 


If student falls any two tests, 
setback 1 week. ARB will -also 
decide to setback student if 
low motivation or adaptability 
Issues are present 



o 

3" 

O 



o 
-s 



CXI 



65 



66 
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TABLE 12. SCHOOL INFORMATION:' CONVENTIONAL COURSES (FM, FTM, GHH) (continued) 







SCHOOL and COP/CIN ^ 




Information 
Items^l 


tiectncian s Mate \tn) 
"A" School 
607O/A-662-0016 


Fire Control Technician 
Missile (rTn; 
"A" School, Phase I 
6027/A-n3-0010 


Gunner s Mate, Missile (GMM; 
"A" School 
6n5/A-041-0010 


SME 
Comments 

V • 

Effectiveness ogt current 
method of Instruction 
In achieving the purpose 


. Yes 

. Labs need improvement 
(time Is too short presently) 


Yes 


. Could be more effective with 
more time 

« Old two-phase course was 
more effective 

. BE/E Instructors are not . 
motivated as well as the students 
, Rapport Is Important aspect 
of platform Instruction 


Opinion re effectlvenes$ 
df SP versus 6P 

* 


. Favor GP over SP 
. Retrack BE/E to EM 
trainee 


* 

. Favor GP over SP because 
BE/E grads don't seem to 
retain Information taught 
In BE/E 

, GP Instructor Is needed 
to teach "fine point" 
differences In rates 


* Favor GP over SP 
. SP may be good In adjunct- 
remediation 



TABLE 13. SCHOOL INIjOftM^TION: CONVENTIONAL COURSES (RM-SEA, RM-SH, SH) 








SCHOOL and COP/CIN 


y 




Information 
Items 


Radioman- (RM) < 
"A", Sea School 
6380/A-202-0026 ^ 


Radioman (RM) 
"A" Shore School 


Ship's Serviceman (SH) ' 
"A" School 
6477/A-823-0012 




Purpose of the Course , r 


Basic operations in a 
^ radio shack aboard ship; 
'operating certain systems 
and working with actual 
equipment . 


Basic 'Operations in a shore 
. communications systems (not 
. trained in setting up 

equipment). < 


— I 

Operation of ship*shores, bulk 
store, vending machine mainte- 
nance, and laundry operations 

» 




Average Course Length^ 

(Contact Hours) 

>^ 


20 days (112 hrs) 


8. days (72 hrs) 


30 davs f?4n hr<:l 




Organization of 
Training Content 


Evening and day watches 
and basic systems <;hinbn;*rH 
laboratory. Fixed 
sequence and length 


Watches of fixed sequence • 

aiiu icngbn 


Lesson topics in fixed 
sequence of instruction 

i * < 




Breakdown of 

Instruction 

> 


30X GP for info/theory 
lab/hands«on 


30X GP for info/theory 
70X l^b/hands-on 


83X GP for info/theory • 
17X lab/hands-on 




Media ' " 
* t 


Actbal xpperational 
equipment; wri-^teji 
material; simulated 
message traffic . 


^ Simulators and samples 
pf messages 


^A/V material 


• 


Performance Measures" 


Pass lab exercises/tests 


Pass lab exercises - " 


Hand in homework, pass lab 
ej^gfclse, pass unit tests 




Types of Tests 

Computation of fin^l 
Course Grade 

> 


Multiple-choic$, 
lab/hands-on tests 

SAT/UN^AT/b^termined by 
instructor observation 


Lab/hands-on 

SAT/UNSAT determined by 
instruc^tor observation 


./Multiple-choice, lab . 
exercises 

/ ■ • , 

Average of four unit tests 




Class Standings ^ 


None 


:None 

• • • 


*■ Final course^ grade 




Prerequisite Schools 


^ RM BASICS ' : ' 


RM BASICS \. ' ' ' 


None 

• 





iBased on SMEs' estimates; refers to actual training time orvly 
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^ABLE 13. SCHOOL INFORMATION: 


CONVENTIONAL COURSES (RM-SEA, RM-SH, SH) 


(continued) 












SCHOOL and COP/CIN 










Information 
Items 


R;iHinm;in (RM) 

"A" Sea School 
6380/A-202.0026 ^ 


"A" Shore School 
6381/A-202-0027 


Ship's Servieewan (SM) 

"A" School 
6477/A-823-0012 




• 




Accession Pattern? 


RTC 
. Fleet 
Reservists 


RTC 
Fleet 

Reservists 


RTC 








Billet Assignments 
After Course Completion 


Fleet ' 

Advanced schools 


Fleet 

Assist recruiters for 
short time 


Fleet 

Advanced schools 


Techn' 


as 




Interval Between: 
^i. Arrival and starting 
the course 


2 days 


2' (Jays 


5 days (typing lab) 


icaV Re: 






b. Graduation and 
departure to duty 
station 


3 days 


3 days 


Same day 


port 1 






Remediation Procedures ^ 


None formally; - 
instructor present . 
during watches/lab to 
aid trainee 


None formally; 
instiTuctor present 
during watches/lab to 
aid trainee 


If less than 80% on^unit test, 
top scoring students brief 
low scoring students 








Setback Procedures 


Return to next convening 
class 


Return to next convening 
class 

* 


^None- Staff spends a lot of 
time ythh students. AREl 
. provides corrective counseling 
* 
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TABLE 13. SCHOOL INFORMATION: CONVENTIONAL COURSES (RM-SEA, RM-SH, SH) (continued) 















• SCHOOL and CDP/CIN ' 






Information 
Items . ^ 


Radioman (RM) 
"A" Sea School 
6380/A-202-0026 




Radioman (RM) 
"A" Shore School 
6381/A-202-0027 


Ship's Serviceman (SH) 
"A" School 
6477/A-823-0012 




SME 
Comments 












Effectiveness of current 
method of instruction in 
achieving the purpose 
of the course 


^0 response reported 


\ 


No response reported 


. Yes - high (degree of) 
enthusiasm 

. High (degree of) comprehen- 
sion due to personal contact 
of instructor^ with student - 




Opinion re effectiveness 
of 5P versus 6P f • 


No response reported 




No response'-reported 

4 


. Favor GP over SP instructor 

. Contact with student is 

very important; don't have 

instructor burnout 

, Instructor experience 

(ip classl Is good for the" 

fleet 






J 








4 
















1 
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RE6RESSJ0N ANALYSES ... . 

• The significant results of the regression analyses are summarized in 
two complementary tables. For the reader interested in the technical details, 
a point-by-point delineation of the study findings, along with the supporting 
statistical evidence, is provided in appendix G. Also, zero-order parametric 
and nonparametric correlations are presented in appendix H. 

The sh?er voljjme of data available for presentation required a synthesis 
of the overall findings. The essential findings of the study are summarized 
in both a statistical and narrative form in tables 14 and 15. Table. 14 shows 
the significance {+ or -) or nonsignificance (ns) of statistical relationships 
between variables examined. .For the significant findings, the direction{s) • 
of- the relationship{s) is shown. Table 15 presents the same information in 
a narrative format. Significant results,' are identified by answering (Yes or 
No) pertinent questfons about each predictor-cr-iterion relationship. 

Note that training costs, task-specific .fleet supervisor TAS ratings, 
method of instruction, and percentage of generic tasks taught^ were not 
included as predictor or criterion variables in the within-schools analyses. 
The reason for their exclusjoh is that these variables are fixed (constant) 
or derived within each course. Thus, there would be no variance among gradu- 
ates within a course upon which a regression analysis could be performed. 
An additional new predictor variable, sperific skill level (see page 14), 
however, was used in |he intraschool. analyses. This variable was added to 
determine if specific skilllevels predict training effectiveness/efficiency 
to the same extent as general ability levels. 



'^IlJr^^r^"'' V3^^'3bles were examined in the interschool analyses reported in 
, TAEG^ll/. • ■ • 
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TABLE 14. STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSES 



WETHODS OF INSTRUCTION/SCHOOLS 















SP- 












CMI 














6P 








- 










IM 


MM- 


1200 PN 


Tn 

1 u 


YN 

t n 


An 

nU 




6 

FN 


PF- 

r L • 

6 

MM 


RM- 

0 


AF 


A^F 


AU 
nH 


FM 


r In 


orin 


^FA 


Jn 


jn 


TICOM 


AFQT 


ns 




ns 






ns 




ns 




ns 






~ 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 




'NA 


NA, 


NA 






ns 




ns 






ns 


ns 


ns 




ns ' 








ns 


MA 
MM 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


NA 
MM 


MA 
MM 


EOCG n 


^AFQT. . 


NA 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


NA 


NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


NA 


+ 


m 


+ 


ns 


ns 


+ 


ns 


+ 


NA 


NA 


ns 




COMP* ^ 


\ NA 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


NA 


NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


' NA/ 


+ 


NA 


+ 


+ 


ns 


ns 


+ 


ns 


NA 


NA 


ns 




TICOM 


NA 




ns 






NA 


NA 


NA 






NA 




NA 




NA 




ns 






NA 


NA 


NA 


TAS 


AFQT 


• ns 


ns 


ns 


r- 

ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 




COMP 


•ns 


ns ' 


ns 


ns 


nr^ 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns ' 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


+ 




TICOM 


ns 


ns 


^ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 




ns 




NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


NA 


NA . 




EOCG 


f/A. 


ds. 


ns 


+ 


ns 


NA 


NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


NA 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


+ 




ns 


NA 


NA, 


ns 


COMP 


AFQT 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


NA 


NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


* + 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


- + 





NOTES: 1. - = Significant negative relationship ( higher scores on j)redictor variable associated with lower scores on criterion 
variabld). 

2. + = Significant positive relationship ( higher scores on predictor variable associated with higher scores on criterion 

variable). ^ 

3. ns » Relationship between predictor and criterion variables found to be statistically rtonsignif leant . 

4. NA = Data were not available (nor applicable) on which' to perform an analysts. 

5. No significant interactions among the predictor variables were found with any school included in the inti^aschool analyses. 
• 6. Individualized courses are composed of self-paced (SP) and computer -man aged Instruction (CMI) courses. Conventional 

courses are group-paced (GP) courses, 

7. TICOM = Training Time. 

8. EOCG * End-of -Course Grades. 

\ 9. TAS = Training Appraisal System (Fleet Supervisor Ratings). 

10. COMP = ASVAB selector composite score. 

11. AFQT = Armed Forces Qualification Test percentile (general ability level). 
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TABLE 15. NARRATIVE SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSES 




METHOO OF INSTRUCTION/SCHOOLS 


PREDICTOR V P7CDICTOR-CR ITER ION W- rSI- 

VARIA^ES ^ RELATIONSHIPS AK DK IM 600 ^200 PN TO YN 


CHI 

PE- PE' 

R R PM. 

AO EN EN MM B 


6P 

RM* RM- 

AE ASE AW EM FTM GMM SEA SH SH 


1. AFQT As coi^Rargd with those with lower 
AFQT scores, graduates with higher 
scores: 

' a* took less time to complete 

'the course N Y N Y Y N Y N 

b. received higher end-of -course 

ghades NAYYY Y IWNAMA 

c. received higher supervisor 

rating^ NNNNN NNN 

d. also had higher ASVAB 

composite scores YYYYY YYY 


Y N YYY 

Y Y NA Y NA 
N N NA N N 

Y Y NA NA NA 


nnan nnynanana 
ynn ynynanan 
nnn nnnnnn 
yyy'yyyyyy 


2. ASVAB 

COMPOSITE As compared with those with lower 
ASVAB s'6 lector composite scores, 
graduates with higher scores; 

a. took less time to complete 

the course . NYNYYNNN 
b« received higher end-of -course 

grades NAYYYY NANANA 
c. received higher supervisor 

ratings NNNNN NNN 


Y N YYY 

Y Y NA Y NA 
N N NA N N 


NNA N NNNNANANA 
YYN NYNNANAN 
NNN N NNNNY 


3. TRAINING As compared with those who took 

TIME more time to complete the course, - 
, graduates with lower training 
time: 

a. received higher end-of -course 

grades . NA Y N 'Y - Y NA NA NA 

b. received higher supervisor 

ratings NNNNN NNY 


Y ' Y NA Y NA 
NY NA N N 


Y iJA Y NA Y Y NA NA NA,--^ " 
N NA N N N N NA NA NA 


Af ENO-Of- As compared with those with lower 
COURSE end-of-courje grades, graduates 
GRADES with higher grades: 

received higher supervisor 

ratings NANNY U NANANA 


Y V NA N NA 


NNN YN NNANAN 



Y = Yes; significant difference between high and low groups on predictor variables. 
NA « Not applicable; no data available for predictor and/or criterion variables. 
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SECTION IV 
DISCUSSION 



The study' results are discussed in 1 
lining efficiency and training effecti\ 



this section. Relationships among 
training efficiency and training effectiveness measures and method of 
instruction, general ability, and specific ability are interpreted. 
Correlations between AFQT percentile and ASVAB selector composite scores are 
also discussed. 

TRAINING EFFICIENCY 

Higher ability was related to shorter training time iji individualized 
courses but not in conventional courses. Thus, the inverse relationship 
between ability and training time (i.e., the higher the graduate's ability, 
the shorter his/her training time) observed across individualized courses 
(TAEG 117) holds within the majority of the individualized courses sampled. 
However, when the data of graduates were previously grouped across conven- 
tional courses, it was observed that higher ability graduates spent more 
time in conventional courses-than did lower ability graduates. This 
relationship did not exist within the majority of the conventional courses 
sampled. Higher ability graduates^ spent about the same amount of time in 
training as lower ability graduates within the same conventional courses. 
This finding suggests that, overall, higher ability students were placed in 
conventional courses with longer course len'gths than were lower iiferlTty stu- 
dents. However, higher ability students did not take more time to graduate 
from a specific conventional course than lower ability students in the same 
1 course. It is possible .that a clearer relationship between ability and 
traijiing time might have been found within conventional courses if 
documentation of studen-t setback/remedfit^ion' hours had been more extensive. 

In §ummary, higher ability graduates wer,6 more efficiently trained 
(i.§-, shorter training time) than lower ability graduates under 
^individoalized instruction. However,, training efficiency was the same for 
higher and lower ability graduates under conventional instruction. 

Higher :ab.ility was related to'shorter training time for graduates of 
the PE-Basics- (tN), PE-Basics (MM), and RM-Basics schools. For graduates of 
the PE-^asics (MM) course (CMI course'), this relationship was also observed 
in their respective MM-600 and MM-1200 "A" schools (both self-paced). The 
same relationship found for PErBasics (EN) graduates did not transfer when 
they attended EN "A" school (both of- which are CMI courses). The RM-Basics 
finding could npt be compared to one from the group-paced RM-Sea and RM- 
Shore schools since training time was fixed (without variance) for both RM 
A schools.- Thus, ability-time data could not be significantly correlated 
-ifor graduates of the RM "A" schools. 

TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS 

0 

Training effectiveness is discussed at the school level and in the 
fleet setting. 
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SCHOOL LEVEL. Higher general ability and specific skill level measures were 
consistently related to higher end-of -course grades for graduates of indi- 
vidualized courses but were inconsistent predictors for conventional course 
graduates. These results confirm the overall findings observed across schools 
that higher ability was associated with higher school grades for graduates 
of individualized courses but not for graduates of conventional courses. 

The f.ailure, in this study, to find consistent relationships between 
ability levels and grades for conventionally trained graduates is interesting 
since previous research has documented a positive relationship between these 
two variables (Cronbach & Snow, 1977) • Ome possible interpretation is that- 
this failure is a function of the kinds of learnitig or types of generic task 
training that occur in the different CI schools. However, no evidence was 
obtained in the present study (or in the -previous study, TAEG 117) to suggest 
that school performance of different ability level graduates was related in 
any systematic manner to different amounts of generic training tasks taught 
in the schools sampled. 

An alternative interpretation is that the grading syg^tem used in CI 
courses os not sufficiently sensitive to discriminate among students of dif- 
ferent abilities. Another is that the CI context contains elements that 
adversely affect motivation of higher ability students to excel much beyond 
the minimum school performance criterionl For example, the higher ability 
CI graduates may have been exposed to a level of training content designed 
for the majority (i.e., mid to lower ability level) of CI graduates and this 
material may Have posed a limited challenge to the more capable students. 
Additionally, the higher ability CI graduates* motivation may be affected b^ 
their inability to control the amount of time they will spend in the CI course. 

Shorter traiaing time was related to higher grades (an inverse relation- 
ship) for gradua1:es"t)f individualized and conventional courses. For the 
individualized graduates, this time-grade relationship may represent a stu- ' 
dent ability/motivation factor underlying school performance since the indi- 
vidualized student has' some control of training time. For conventional course 
graduates, the variable course lengths of those setback/remediated may have 
provided sufficient variance to detect a relationship with end-of7COurse 
grades. This inverse relationship inay have arisen by conventional schools 
assigning only a minimal passing grade to setback/remediated students upon 
their successful completion of the course. This practice could have resulted 
in lower grades being associated with longer training times for these stu- 
dents, and higher grades with shorter training times for those not setback/ 
remediated. 

FLEET SETTING. No significant relationships between AFQT and TAS ratings 
were found for any of the individualized and conventional courses. *A pgj 
nificant (positive) relationship was found between ASVA8 selector composite 
scores and TAS ratings for only one (the SH course) out of 21 applicable . 
courses. Only two (YN and EN schools) out of 17 applicable courses showed 
5ignificant (negative) relationship between training time and TAS ratings. \ 
Significant relationships between end-of -course grades and TAS ratings were 
found for only fouy^ (MM600, AD, EN, and EM schools) out of 14 courses for - 
which data were available. Subsequent analyses. of the raw score regression 
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weights of each school that d>d show a significant relationship between each 
predictor and TAS ratings revealed thaf these findings- could' be attributed 
to chance. 3 Additional data supporting the regression analysis cohclusions 
are presented in appendix H. Thus, .training effectiveness measures from the 
job setting (^id not relate to sthool-leveLl .effectiveness/efficiency measures 
or to ability characteristics of school graduates other than on* a chance 
^^^J^- Jlj^s^ intraschool findings support those of the interschool analyses 
(TAtG 117) which also indicated no significant or relevant relationships 
between TAS ratings. and ability or school-level effectiveness/efficiency 
measures. 



The failure to find significant relationships between TAS supervisor 
ratings and school measures' on the same graduates raises que'stions concerning 
the validity of currently available indices of training adequacy. This evi- ' 
dence suggests that two available measures of training adequacy, grades and 
TAS ratings, do not measure the same thing. Since the present study was not 
designed to assess the validity of these measures, no definitive statements 
can be made about. the validity of either. However", the data of this study 
support the existence of some degree of validity of end-of -course grades^ as 
measures of training adequacy. End-of -course grades show relationships with 
generaKand specific ability measures and with time to complete training 
(convergent/construct validity) that one would expect from a measure of 
trainings adequacy while the TAS ratings do not (see tables 14 and H-1). 
• These findings, coupled withrthe lack of published evidence establishing the 
-reliability and validity 'of the TAS ratings, prompt the recommendation that 
steps be taken to assess the validity of the TAS ratings'. 

INTERCORRELATION OF AFQT AND ASVAB SELECTOR COMPOSITE SCORES 

A fl5wJ"^^'n^*^^ ^^^^^^ ^"^ ^5 (section iri>,-both the AFQT percentile 
and.AbVAB selector composite scores predicted training effectiveness/effi- 
ciency to the same extent for the majority of schools sampled in the present 
study. (However, there was some inconsistency in predictive relationships 
for conventional courses with respect to end-of -course grades ) 



7 



5The Bonferroni technique (also called the Fisher Technique) for testing 
the significance of joint estimation was used. This technique essentially 
adjusts the alpha level (.05) by the number of tests (i.e., the number of 
schools) conducted for each predictor-criterion relationship (for more 
details, see Lindman 1974). 

6while the case can be made that end-of-course grades probably have sortfe 
degree of validity, it is also probably true that validityican be enhanced 
by improving testing and grading procedures.at Navy schoolf 



ERIC 



53' 



82 



Technical Report 136 . ' ' \ \ 

An additional finding of, this study was that AFQT scores ^and ASVfB 
selector composite scores were highly intercorrelated in all' applicable 
courses (see table 16). Thus, for the majority of schools in 'this study, • 
general abijvty' and specific skill level measures were equivalent in dis- 
criminating student achievement. Jhis findirfg suggests that eit|jer ability 
measure 'could|et>6' used to select individuaj&io attend specific technical 
sqIiooIsj ^However, an .additional study effort would be rjgquired to *sub-' * 
^tantiate this. 
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TABLE 16. 'SUMMARY OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN AFQT AND ASVAB SELECTOR 'COMPOSITE 
* SCORES OF GRADUATES FROM EACH OF THE "A" SCHOOLS SAMPLED 











SP 










CMI 










GP 












AK 


DK 


,IM 


MM- MM- 
600 1200 


PN 


TD 


YN 


AD 




AE 


ASE. 


Aw 


EM 


FTM 


GMH 


RM- 
SEA 


RM- 

SH 


SH 


Correlation 
Coefficient 
(r) 


.79 


.80 


.67 


.\ 

.56 .-63 


• 

.88 


.45 


.21 


.59 


-.46 


\.65 


.•45" 


.59 


.57 


.54 


.76. 


.84 


'.83 


.55 


Sample 
Size 
(n) 


240 


108 


17 


360 2^1 


74 


165 
1 


211 ■ 


451 


35^^ 






42 


337 


72 


47 


487 


388 


176 



NOTE: Magnitudes of correlation coefficients would be higher if attenuation in range was taken into account in the 
calculations. (There Were no failures in oiir study sample since they were all graduates.^) The correlat-ion 
coefficients were not corrected for attenuation in range. 



a> 
n 
zr 
3 

n 



70 



84 



83 
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SECTION V . 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOftlENDATIONS 

Jhis section* contains: the study conclusions together with recommendations 
> for improving training effectiveness and training efficiency measurement. 

CONCLUSIONS • t ' • 

As stated elsewhere in this report, the major objective of this study 
was to determine if the interrelationships among 'student ability; school 
performance, and fleet, supervisor ratings observed across schools (TAEG 117) 
also occur at the individual course level. Another ob*5^ctiv^ was to determine 
. how two different measures of student ability (a general ability measure and 
a si^ecific ability rnedsure) were related to effectiveness/efficiency measures 
in particular individualized or conventional courses. Results presented in 
this report support the following conclusions for the courses studied. ' - 

f\ . ^u^f"^!^ relationship between general ability and training time 

(I.e., higher ability being associated with shorter training time) observed 
from the interschool analyses (TAEG U7) was confirmed by the intraschool 
analyses for the majority of .individualized courses examined. Higher ability 
.graduates completed- training in le^s time than Tower ability graduates in 8 
of the 13 individualized courses. There was no significant relationship 
between ability and training time for the remaining five individualiz-ed courses, 

• -i-h h u ''^e^-P':eviouS finding that longer training- times were associated ' 
with higher ability graduates in conventional courses (TAEG 117) was not 
confirmed at the individual course level. Higher ability graduates completed 

Jm!rnJ°Jhff,-;:o "^T^ °^ ^^^^'^y graduates within 

four of the ^ive conventional courses that documented student remediation 
u 1 nfi6 • 

nV . "u?^u^ ^^^'^'^^ ^''^^ ^"'^ ^SVAB selector composite scores') is 
related to higher grades consistently within individualized courses, but 
;?^So^'! H conventional courses. Higher ability graduates received 

higher end-of -course grades in all of the seven individualized courses but ■ 
in only three of the seven conventional courses that provided grades 'ThesV 
findings substantiate the results of the interschool analyses conducted across 
individualized and conventional courses (TAEG 117). conauciea across 

^;^dJ^\yJ^Z^Z *^3;?!"9 ^ke is associated with higher grades within indi- 
vidualized and conventional courses-? Graduates who spent less time in train- 
ing received higher end-of -course grades than those with 'longer ?ai?ng ' 
t mes in six of the seven individualized courses, and in four of five conven- 
tional courses that, documented student remediation time. -• 

ratinoi 'n A"^hnni ^f"^- ^^^''^''^^^P'' ' -^'^ fuund^berween t leet supervisor : 

araduatef W fl^'n^^^/^'SI!''^ other 'avai Table measures on school 
.graduates. Specifically, for the courses exafnined, TAS ratinas were int 
significantly related to end-of-course grades' time-to-como PtP frlLTnl 
^graduate general ability leVels, or graduate Ucifi^ ahTily'leJ^ 
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6. General ability (AFQT percentiles) and specific ability (ASVAB 
selector composite scores) -predict training time and grades equally well for 
each -of the II and CI courses studied. Neither general abi-lity nor specific ■ 
ability (except for one course) significantly predicted fleet supervisor 
(TASX ratings. General ability and specific ability scores were highly inter 
correlated in each of the II and CI courses sampled. 



RECOWODAtlONS 



1. Determfne if Instructors in group-paced (6P) courses are tailoring 
course material to the lower ability students tfr class. If -this is the case, 
then the full breadth and depth of training may be diminished. This, in 
turn, could adversely affect the motivation of the higher ability students. 
This recommendation is based on the lack of a clear relationship between 
ability measures and end-of-course grades for GP graduates. 

2. A general statement of the purposes of collecting training*feedback 
information from the fleet is conta-ined in.CNET Instruction 1540. 3B." This 
general statement should be reviewed by the CNET and his functional commanders 
to ensure that all information desired to support the efficient accomplishment 
of the -training mission is being obtained. From these general statements^ • 
specific purpose statements, that include specification of the kinds of deci- 
sions tiiat will be made based on t^data, should be developed. Validation 

of any instrument. must be done, with nespect to the purpose of that instrument 
(Carinines* Zel ler»' 1979; Nunnally, 1978). Thus, the specific purposes for 
.collecting training feedback must be specified before a training feedback 
instrument can be validated. Also, a training feedblck" instrument should be 
validated for each purpose for which it is' used. Iff for example, training 
feedback w«re to be used to provide information about the overall quality of 
a course, then the feedback instrument should be validated with respect to 
how well it measures the overall cour.se quality. If, however, specific 
training-objective level information were desired, then the measure of eacii 
objeetive for each course would have to be validated separately. Addition- 
ally, If decisi-ons based on training feedback were limited to triggering 
further investigations of peirticular pro.blem areas, then the requirements 
for validity need not be as s-tringent as they would if corrective action 
(e.g., curriculum change) were to be taken based solely on the training • 
feedback. , ^ 

A reliability and validity of training adequacy data 

Obtained from current ^TAS, questionnaire instruments. Validity should be 
assessed against the uses , to' be made of the data. Reliability and validity • 
checks should be conducted on a continuous basis and not limited to one-time 
as-sessment. Data collection methods/techniques used should be iustified on 
empirical grounds (Nunnally, 1978) and not on the basis of assumptions alone. 

the -desirability of requiring technical schools 
- "^^ ^ ' ^Mui r ed for student instruction (e.g., daytime 
r,™nJ°"''^'w'"'-'''*^'' D^9ht study, academic remediations, setback hours). 
Currently, academic remediation times are. inconsistently recorded. This 
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provides a niisleadfng picture of actual-; instruction time and may place the 
schools at a disadvantage in the* ev6rit of currkuluni^chdnge. requirements or ^ 
in adverse funding STtuationsr* ' 

\ > ' \ • * ' ' " V.i^.- 

5. An'effort $ho/i1d be initiated to examine the AFQT and ASVAB com- ;* 
posite subtest scores^f .academically attrited students and graduates of "A" 
^school. It may be tHat selection cutoff ^cores based on specif it ASV/^ sub- 
tests for each scfiool may not be necessary. General ability (AFQT) scores 
may serve as adequate entrance criteria for^ all schools. This recommenda- 
tion is based on the similarity of relationships (and^high intercorrelations) 
between AFQT and ASVAB subtests scores with school measures. 
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APPENDIX A 
ASVAB INFORMATION 



This appendix describes the subtests comprising the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). It also provides the routines for 
converging ASVAB scores to Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) per- 
centiles. The AFQT percentiles were used as measures of general ability for 
the present TAEG study. The information presented in this appendix pertains 
to ASVAB usage prior to October 1980* The TAEG study sample of graduates 
was administered the pre-October 1980 ASVAB version. After October 1980, 
several changes were made to the item jcontent and test score interpretation 
of the ASVAB. Various comb'inations/composites of subtest scores are also 
used to select' individuals for specific school training. The compo^site cut- 
off scores used to select school graduates involved in the TAEG study are 
identified in appendix B. 
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TABLE A-1. ASVAB SUBTEST51.2 



SUBTEST 



ABBREVIA- > 
* TION 



DESCRIPTION 



General Inf ormat i on 

Numerical Operations 

Attention to Detail 

Word Knowledge 
Arithmetijc Reasoning, 

Space Perception . 
Mathematics Knowledge 

lectronics Information 
Mechart^c'al' Comprehension 



General Science 

ii » 

- . } 



Shop Information ' 
Automotive Information 



GI 

NO 

AD 

WK 
AR 

SP 

MK 

_EI 

MC 
GS 

SI 
Af 



'a 15-item genera> knowledge test, primarily on 
sports, outdoor activities, automobile mechan- 
ics, and history. Testing time is 7 minutes. 



k:s, ai 
A\o-i1 



A^O-item speeded mathematical test, requiring 
elementary addition, subtraction, multiplica- 
tion, and diviSion--3 minutes. . - 

4 

A 30-item speeded test in which the examinee 
counts the number of Cs embedded in lines of 
Os--5 minutes. ^ 

A 30-it6m vocabulary test— 10 minutes. 

A 20-item arithmetic test requiring examinees 
to st)Tve word problems--20 minutes. * 

A 2b-item' pictorial test. Requires examinee 
to select the three-dimensional figur^ that ^ 
could be made fnbm a flat p§ttern--12 minutes. 

A 20-^iteni test requiring knowletjige of algebra, 
geometry; fractions, decimals, and^ expoQants^- 
20 minutes* • ^ / ^^^-"^ 

A 30-item test requiring knpwledge of electrical 
and electronic components, principles, and 
symbols--15 minutes. 

A ^20-item test about drawings illustratjag 
mechanical pr^nc'fples— 15 minutes. 

A 20-item test mea'suring knowledge in the 
physical- (N = 10) and biological (N = 10) 
sci6nces--8 minutes. 

A 20-item test on examinee*s knowledge about 
the use of shop tools and pr'actices-rS minutes, 

A 20-item test on automobile parts, operations, 
or malfunctions— 10 ^minutes. 



ISubtGst scores are reported as, Navy Standard Scores (NSS) with a mean of 50. 

and a standard deviation af ;10 for an. unrestricted recruit population. 
2AFQT is. computed by adding, scores for WKi AR,^ and SP. The total is then 

converted to an AFQT per^^entite score." ' 
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TABLE PRE-OCTOBER 1980 AFQT CONVERSION: ASVAB FpRMS 6^ AND 7 



The AFQT is computed by adding three raw component scores: WK+AR+SP. Thg 
resulting total raw score is then converted to an AFQT percentile score using 
the following conversion table. . ' t • 



Total 

Raw 

Score 



AFQT 

Percentile 
Score 



70 


■ 99 


69 


98 


68 


97 


67- 


96 


66 


95 


65 , - 


94 


64 


93 


63 


91 


■ 62 


89 


61 


86 


60 


83 


59 


€0. 


58 


77 


57 


75 


56 


73 


55 


71 


54 


69 


53 


67 


. 52 




51 


' 64 


50 


62 


49 


60 


48 


• 58 


47 


56 


• 46 


55 


45- 


54- 




. 52 


43 


50 


.42 - 


49 


41 


48 




Total AFQT 

R^w, Pefcentrile 

Score^ v Score 

40 47 

39 46 

38 45 

37 43 

'36 41 

35 39 

34 37 

33 35 

32 33 

31 \1 

30 - 28 

29 25 

28 21 (Minimum required 
for enlistment) 



27 


19 


26 


' 16 


25 


13 


24 


11 


23 


10 


22 




21 


7 


20 


6^ 


18-19 


5 


16-17 


4 


14-15. • 




12-13 


if 


0*11 





^ASVAB„AFQT Scores Mental Category 



93 
65 
49 
31 
21 
0 



to 

to 
to 
to 



99 
92 
64 
48 

30' 



to ZO^ 



Upper- 
Lower 
Upper 
Lower 



1 , 
2 

3. (3U) 
3^h 
4 (4U) 
4 (4L) 
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APPENDIX B 

ASVAB SELECTOR COMPOSITE SUBTEST INFORMATION 

» ^ 

This appencjix presents ASVAB selector composite subtest information for 
theapplicable schools included in the present study. The information is 
delineated by school course data processing (GDP) number, method of instruc- 
tion (type), specific ASVAB selector composite subtest, and minimum cutoff 
score for entry into a specific school. The dates that the cutoffs were in 
effect for the sample of graduates in the present study are also given. For 
the present study, the composite scores were used to represent specific"^ 
skill levels. Appendix E further identifies the schools examined. Appendix 
A provides a description of each of the ASVAB subtests. 



law 
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TABLE B-1. ASVAB SELECTOR COMPOSITES 



cfHonr 

\ 


CDP 


TYPE 


ASVAB SELECTOR 
COMPOSITE 


CUTOFF 
SCORE 


DATES IN EFFECT 


/ 

AO 


6501 


CMI 


AR+MK+f I+GS 


193 • 


3/76-10/80 


AE 


6515 


GP 


• AR+MK+EI+GS 


212 


3/76-8/79 


AK' 


6522 


SP 


WK+AR 


105 


0 lie 1 A /OA 

3/76-10/80 


ASE 


6530 


GP 


WK+MC+SI 


156 


0 /TC 1 A /OA 

3/76-10/o0 


AW 


6537 


GP 


WK-AR 


1 1 A 

110 


0 /^c 1 A /on 


OK 


6061 


SP 


WK+AR ' , 


1 AC 

105 


0 11c 1 A /OA 

3//D-i0/oU 


EM 


6070 


GP 


WK+MC+SI 


1 cc 

156 . 


Q /7y; 1 1 /7Q 

0/ /D-ii/ /y 


EN 


6487 


CMI 


MK+AI 


1 r(f\ 

100 


fi /^o 1 A /on 
y/ /o-iU/oU 


FTM 


6027 


GP 


MK+cI+65+AK 




0 /7c 1 n /on 


GMM 


6115 


GP 


AR+MK+EI+GS 


01 o 

cic 


Q /7Q 1 A /on 

y/ /o-iu/ou 


IM 


6046 


SP 


WK+MC+SI 


ICO 

163 


0 /"TC 1 A /OA 

i//D-iU/oU 


MM600 


6493 


SP 


MK+AI 


1 AA 

100 


A 110 1 A >OA 

y/7o-10/o0 


MM1200 


6492 


SP 


MK+AI 


100 


9/78-10/80 


PE Basics 


(ENJ 5Z51 


LMI 


UVa-A t 

MntAI 




Q/i^ 1 n /pn 
y / / o-iu/ou 


PE Basics 


(MM) 6262 


CMI 


\ MK+AI 
SiK+AR 


100 


9/78-10/80 


PN 


6102 


SP 


110 • 


3/76-10/80 ■ 


RM Basics 


6144 


. CMI 
GP 


WK+AR 


100 


3/76-10/80 


RM-Sea 


• 6380 


WK+AR 


100 


3/76-10/80 


RM-Shore 


6381 


GP 


WK+AR 


100 


3/76-10/80 


SH 


6477 


GP 


WK+AR 


100 


3/76-10/80 


TO 


■ 6521 


SP . 


MK+EI+GS 


163^ 


3/76-10/80 ! 


YN > 


6057 


SP 


WK+NO+AD 


163' 


3/76-10780 

i 
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APPENDIX C 



GENERIC TRAINING TASKS 



. This appendix presents a listing and description of generic training 
tasks used for training school subject matter experts to classify course 
learning objectives into. the Instructional Quality Inventory (IQI) system. 
Material contained in table C-1 was adapted from Ellis, Wulfeck, and 
Fredericks (1979). See TAEG 117 for a detailed presentation of the IQI 
system. • 
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TABLE C-1. INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY , INVENTORY CONTENT .TYPES, 



Content Type is: 




Fact: 


If the student must recajl or recognize names, parts, 
locations, functions, dates, places, etc. ' Example: name 
the parts of the — . r ^ - ^ 


Cateaorv: 


i 

11 trie bcuaeni, must reineniDer cnaractenstics ot similar 
objects, events, or ideas, OR if the student mdst sort or 
classify objects*,. events, or ideas according to character- 
istics. Example: identify target types from sonar 
signal displays. 


Vocedure • 

/ 

/ 


ir tne btuaenL must rememoer a sequence* ot steps which 
apply to .a singje situation, OR if the student must apply* 
the step§ to a single piece of equipment or a single 
situation. Example: Field. strip an M-16 rifle. 


Rule: 


If the student mus^ remember a sequence of steps and , 
decisions which apply in a variety of situations, OR if - 
the student must apply the sequence across a variety of 
situations or types of . equipment . Example: Use 
mathematical formulas such as Ohm*s law. 


Principle: 


' ' . - ' -^■^ 0. ^ 
If the student must remember how or why things work the 
way -they do, or cause-effect relationshfps, OR if the 
student must use his knowledge to' ex-plain how things work • 
or predict effects from causes. Example: Based orf knowl- 
edge of electronic theory, predict effect o.n the 
circuit if . 



Sourcer' EJ'lis, Wulfeck, & Fredericks (1979) 
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, APPENDIX D 
COST DATA 




: This appendix describes how training cost data were- computed for use in 
the present study. ' A strategy for choosing among aUer;Jiate training systems 
^ on CQSt and effectiveness bases, is also described/" 

Tfaining costs shou^ji) include both complete investment and operating 
'costs. Investment costs are "ffont-ehd" expenditures associated vmh such 
it-ems^ as equipment, classroom buildings, curriculuum development./ Operating 
costs are "ongoing," repetitive expenditures. They include items such as ' , 
staff costs Ce.g., pay, health, food), student costs {pay, health, food, ' 
time in school, rate), and travel. - V 

. In t^e Per Capita- Course Costing Data Base maintained by the Chief of 
•Naval Education and Training fCNET), 1hany 'investment cpsts, such as 
facilities and curriculum itevelopment cos-ts, are not included. The dal 
base emphasizes operating costs whiph are primarily military pay and 
allowarvtes (MPN) and operati'ng and maintenance, Navy (O&MN) costs/ APH 
reflects military staff and student costs: O&MN costs account for p'vilian 
pay, 5ome supplies, and travel. An "other" cate'gory Ts also used tq, 
classify miscel laneous' items» Based on the cost data available for the 
S(^oo\s in the. present TAEG study, MPN accounted. for" approximately 74 
percent, .O&MN for approximately 26 percent, and "other" /or less than 1 ' 
percent of total "training ^osts! _ ' 

/* The incremental costing model (System 1)1 was used with the CNET Per ' 
^Cap^a Course Cost ing-' Data Base~wthe present TAEG study to calculate the 
total training costs to produce one graduate per average course session- 
(based on FY-79 dollars). Costs to produce an individual graduate per 
specific course were computed by multiplying the average course cost to 
'produce one graduate, by the ratio of a given student's time to complete the 
course to»the average course completion time. This metric provided the 
variarK*e required to use training costs as a criterion variable (see'/ section 
III in. the report concern ing training costs for application of the metric in 
the analyses). However, since the full measure of resource and development 
costs^ arenot adequately stated in tha-^ata base, the results of trairHng 
cost analyses should be viewed with caimpnl 



Iw. M. Swope, Cynthia Yelvington, ahd J. fj/. Corey. Incremental Costing 
Model for Us e with the CNET Per Capita Course Costing Data Base- : System I . 
\ Report No. 77, November 1979. . Training Analysis and Evaluajs^ion Group, 
Orlando, FL 32813 (A0AD8r759). ^ 

2j. M. Corey. "The full measure of resource costs." Defense ManSqerrfent 
Journal , Third- Quarter, 1980, 18-23. • 
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The selection of appropriate variables and measures is important not 
only for. training costs but alsd for training effectiveness. Figure D-1 
presents' a theoretical outcome .matrix of possible decisions, based on cost 
'and effectiveness factors underlying the "alternative systems/programs being 
comparea. Fyll measures of "costs and Effectiveness are required to dimmish 
the occurrence of dilemmas in choosing a cost--effective alternative. 

. V . ' ' * . " EFFECTIVENESS 

* ^^^^^^^^^ 



p 



. COST 





i.OWER 


SAME •- 


HIGHER- 


' HIGHER 


NO 


NO 


? 


SAME 


NO 


EQUAL 


YES 


LOWER 


? « 

^41— 


YES" 


YES 



Figure D-1. Decision Outcdme Matrix df ' 

Cost and Effectiveness' Comparisons 




The Decision Outconte Matrix shown cons iders^^ two factors: cost and effec- 
tiveness. E&ch -factor is gr.adited ordinal ly. Each matrix cell represents 
the joint outcome of a specified alternative system/pnogram being compared 
'to another on eost* an'd effectiveness factors. It is assumed that decision 
outcomes can be obtained from. at least an ordinal -scale of measurement. 

Note that out of th^ possibl-e 9 outcomes, the two marked , by a "?" sug- 
•gest other areas of J)ossible concern in cost and effectiveness comparisons. 
.More factors may be taken into consideration when a highly effeptive system 
is.thfe most costly alternative, or when a less effective systeiji is the least 
costly. The joint outcome may.be expressed as -the desirability and/or cer- 
■ tainJty of selecting a specified alternative system/program, For example, 
*;system A costs less than, a*nd is more effect^e'than,' system B. Thus, a 
desirable outcom/of YES is indicated in the matrix for selecting A. fjow- 
ever, if A costs, more, as- well as being more effective than B, then a "?" 
desirability is indicated;. • • '. - 

One strategy, to prepare for' all possible outcomes, is to use a multi- 
variable, multi -measurement approach to determine cost and effectiveness. 
The multi -variable aspect of this approach refers to an fexpansive effort to 
select those classes of measures that contribute tatall-y or proportionately 
to the cost and/or' to the effectiveness* of the comparison systems/programs. 
Then, once the variables are selected, various measures can be employed' to- 
represent the same or different variables. '. This malti -measurement aspect 

■ . ' a 68 - , ■ . , 
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increases the probab" 

measures for^ all the __ . 

Further iinalyses. are conducted to determine the* signiftcTance of obtained 
correlated patterns. The multi-variable, multi-measurement approach may 
aTs.o lessen the. occurrence of outcomes, if such outcomes are predom- 
inately influenced by an insufficient number of variables and/or measures 
selected. 




J 

» * 
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APPENDIX E 
CdURSES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY. 



The fulV names and locations of the schools/courses examined during the 
are presen^ted in this appendix. 
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TABLE ,E-1. COURSES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 



SCHOOL/COURSE NAME 



SYMBOL 



LOCATION- 



METHOD OF 
INSTRUCTION 



• 


Radioman "A" 4fia School 


RM-SEA . 


San Diego, CA" ' 


■ GP^ 


1 


Radioman"'A" Shore Sjchool 


RM-SHORE 


San Diego, CA - 


GP^ 




Electrician's Mate ."A%\ School 


t 

«1 


^ Great Lakes, IL 


• 

, GP. 




Engineman- "A" Schoo'l , 


EH 


, Great Lakes, IL 


CMr 




rire uoncroi lecnmcian, .Missile 
"A"» School" Phase I, • - 

• « 


■FJ • 


• * 

• Great- Lakes, IL 

> 






Gunner's Mate, Missile "A" School ' 


GM 


Great Lakes, IL 


( GP 




Machinist's Mat6 600 psi "A" School . 


MM600- 


9 • 

Great Lakes, IL 






Machinist's Mate 1200 psi "A" School . 


MM1200 


Great Lakes, IL 


_Sp3,4 - 




Instrumentmari "A" School 


IM. 


Great Lak^s, IL 


SP ■ 

r 




Aviation Support Squipment ^ 

. Technician Electrical "Al^Tourse - 


• 

ASE 

f . 


* 

' Millington, TN 


GP ■ 




Aviation Machinist's Mate "A" .School 


AD 0 


• Millington, TN 


CMr 




Aviation Electrician's Mate "A" School 
* 


AE- 


IJp'llingtoji,, TN 


GP 


i 

/ 


ftviation Ant i -Submarine -Warfare 
Operator "A" School . 

^vtc/tion Technician Training 
Oev iceman "A" School 


AW 

« 

TD 


Millington, TN. 
. ilillington, TN 


GP 
SP 




'ersonnelmarr "A" School 


PN 


Meridian, MS . 


SP 




'eoman "A" School 


YN 


Meridian, MS 


■SP • • 




isbursing m'erk "A". School 


DK 


Meridian, MS 


SP 




viation Storekeeper "A" School 


AK 


Meridian, MS 


SP 


' s 


hip's Serviceman "A" School 


SH 


Merilian, MS 


GP 



2rMT 71 r nr- r, ^^^''^"^^ ^^om LN I tLH I KA (CDP 6144; 894 records). 
^CMI data from PE Basics obtained from CNTECHTRA (CDP .6261; 359 Vecords) 
CMI flata from PE Basics obtained vfrom CNTECHTRA (CDP 6262; 552 recbrds)'*" ' 
and pfschSoS?''^"^"^ ^'""'^'^^ ^^^^i^" via -CNTECHTRA 

.5CM1 data obtained from Cf^T^HTRA. ' 
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* APPEKOIX F * 

> 

STRUCTURED INTERVIEH q3eSTI0NNAIRE - 



r 



Ijhis appendi)^ contains a sample of {he structured interview response sheet 
used to collect information from^subject matter experts at the schools visited.* 



* 4 
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-*Date-of Interview 



STRUCTURED INTEftVIEW RESPONSE SHEET 



N^e of School /Cours e ^ 



Location 



Purpose * " ' 

.1- ' What are the specific s?kil Is/kpowledge taught in the course? 



— ^ 



■7^ 




Organization 



2.. How long is the cot||se? (days). Specify if fixed or average' length. 

JLi 1 . 



3. How 1s -the training content organized in the course? (e.g., lessons, 
niodu lis, .units, etc.). 



1 



<r. What are the -topic Csubject]^ areas of each unit? 



How Jong is each unit? Specify if'-^ed or varied during course. 



1 



6. Ara the .t(Jpic (subject) areas p^esented in 
dujwing training? If no, explain. 


a fixed (standard) jDrder 










» 




• 



7.' ^Ooes the course use the ^b-ll owing kinds of - instruction: 



a. 


Classroom Lecture 

V 


b. 


1 

Laboratory 


c. 


Self-paced Training 


d. 


CMI 


e. 


Other; 



8. What type of training is given by each 'kind of instruction?* (e.g., 
info/theory for lecture; h,a,nds-oh practice in. lab, etc.) 



T 



\ 



9, What are the approximate percentage^ of each kind , of -instruction 
(chosen above*) used in the course? • '• 

± A y 



10. What kinds of training -media are used in the course? 



11. Are certain media used with specific kinds of instruction? If so, 
- specify the media-instruction match. 



75 



Perfonmaate Measures ^ ^ ^ 

12. How does the student progress, (advance) during' training? 

a. ' pas^ each' lesson? ^ 

b. ^T^^T^in homework? 

c. pa^ lab exercises? ^ 

. d.^ftn^ other: - 



13* When ,is the student tested? (e.g,, end of unit, final, etc.) 



14.^ Wh^t kinds of tests are used in the course? 

a, . paper-pencil: multiple-choice, essay, f ill-in-the-blanks 

b. performance tests: lab/hands-on ^ 
» c. take-home/assignments/homewofk 

d. other: ______ 
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15. How is the final course grade , computed? 

a. tests or time to completion? 

surraned across subj-fects, comprehensive fiaal, or weighted 
proportion? ^ 




16. What is the grading- scale used to compute the final grade? (e. 
0-100, "UBAAAA," letters, time-to-completion, etc.) ' 

— - ; ■■ : . 



17. What is the formula for computing the final' grade? 

. ■ V . - . 

- • ar ■ ■ • — 



18. How is class standing computed? Specify procedu»*e* (e.g., grades, time, 
etc.) , 



. — — - : 

19. How are performance tests administered?_,(e.g., instructor, computer,- 

etc.) ^ * 



27 . 1^7 



Admin istratiQn > - ^ ^ 

20* ' What are the prerequisite schooH/courses for this school? 



/ 

/ 



21- What are the access'i^on patterns fDr this school (i-e., where do the Ss 
. ^ come from? (e.g., fleet, BE/E, RTC, etc.) 



4 \ » 

22. What is the average time between the student's arrival at the school - 
and his/her starting the course (In days)? 

: I ■ - 



23. Where do the students go upon completion of course (e.g., OJT, fleet, 
shore, C school, etc) • . • ^ 




24. What IS the average time between -the student's graduation and departure 
; for>Lis/her new duty station/nfext trairring conmand (in days)? — > 



■IS- 



.25. What are the reniecjjatioh procedures? (define and detail) 



£ 



26. , What are the setback procedures? (define and detail) 




7 



4^ 



27. Describe the role and function of the academic review board. 
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287" How is the sCifdent's time m the course computed?" (e.g. , days, hours; 
are holidays' and weekends included?) ^ 



Attitude ^ 



29. Do you think that the kinds xrf instruction used in- the course are 
effective in achieving the purpose -of the course? -1 



J 



ERIC 



30, • What is the consensus (majority opinion) of the 5taff regarding the 
effectiveness of individualized instruction (SP) in comparison to 
conventional, lock-step instruction (GP)? • \ * 



V 
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* 

APPENDIX e 

STATISTICAL RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSES 



This appendix presents the statistical results of the 'regression » ^ 
analysis of 'data obtained from each of the 1,9 enlisted "A" schools and 3 
basic courses. A relatively large Rumi)er of tables are presented in this • 
appendix. These are necessary to display adequately the study findings and 
to present the supporting statistical' evidence- for the many significant 
relationships observed among the variables of interest." All significant 
finclings from the interschool analyses are summarized, however, at the 
beginning •of the^ appehdix. The statistical summary table identifies the 
significant results relative to a- given criterion variable for each school. 

In the main body of the appendix, schools are grouped under the method 
of instruction 'employed. ^The results are then presented for each course 
separately in order of the criterion variables examined; i.e., 'the measures' 
of training effectiveness and training efficiency. For each criterion * 
gieasure, tables are presented to summarize the significant results of over- 
all regression analyses. Each sjummAf^^ table for a criterion measure iden- 
tifies the predictors assessed and lists .the regression coefficients (&) and 
F^^atios (£) obtained. The summary tables also show the degrees of freedoip 
TDF) involved in^ specific comparisons and the magnitude of a particular 
increment. The numbers and letters listed under "step" in the surmnary tables 
refer to the order in which that particular set of predictor variables was 
entered into the regression equation. "For each criterion varjirt)le, nonsig- 
nificant results are grouped together in one paragraph. Note that the pur- 
pose of the main effects analyses is to assess the contribution to criterion 
variance of one particular predictor variable (e.g., trainee ability). For 
the present study, Ithe interpretation of significant main effects should be 
moderated by a significant interaction of that main effect with another 
predictor var^J^le. ^ , 

The contribution of Mr. Tim Whitten, student assistant .at TAEG, is 
acknowledged for assistance in analyzing the data in this report. 
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SUMMARY OF. FINDIN|S ■ . ■ ' 

Table. G-1 presents the summary fff statistiqal results ^of the data from 
each of the 19 ''A" schools and 3 basic courses. ' In this* table, significant ■ 
positive (+) and negative (-) relationships are depicted between respective 
criterion and predictor variables. Also provided are criterion-predictor , 
relationships found to be nonsignificant (ns), or not app-licable (NA) for 
statistical analysis. The four criterion variables presented i-n this table 
^^r. (TICOM), end of course grades (EOCG), training adequacy 

ratings (TAS) given by fleet supervisors, and ASVAB selector "Composite (COMP) 
scores. , • 

INDIVIDUALIZED COURSES Jen "Al" courses (eight self-paced (SP) and two 
computer -manag^ (CMI)) were analyzed that were taught under individualized 
instruction (II). Each course is identified below by name, symbol, and course 
data processing number (CDP). As appropriate, the data analyses of the courses 
are complemented by analyses of data of- the respective basic (pr6-"A") school 
courses. - ' \ ' • * * 

Aviation Machinist's Hate fAD- fiSon. table G-2 presents significant results 
of the regression analyses on. four criterion variables for the AD couY-se. 
significant and nonsignificant results are presented below. 



Criterion: End-of-Course Grade. Three significant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. . , > 

l^^^^- -AD'g^aduates with higher AFQT percentile scores*' j 
received hi ah er end-of -course grades than those with lower AFQT scores. ^ 1 

r.^.A.Jt^'^u^"^^ Course. End-of -course grades were higher for AD 
graduaftes who took less time to .complete the course than those who took a ^ 
longer time to complete the course.- — - 

Specific Skill Level. AD graduates with higher ASVAB composite subtest 
scores received higher end-of -course grades, than those with lower' ASVAB scores. . 

bv AFS^^Ir^^'fl^SA^'^^'"^*!-. interactions., of time-to-complete the course 
by AFQT and by ASVAB composite scores did not significantly predict en'd-bf- 
course grades. ^uiyi. cim ui 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. One signif icant'main effect resulted from this - 4^ 
ana lys is. • , ^ 

'End-of-Course Grades. AD graduates who received higher end-of -course 

z^'n^^^r'^::' ''''' ^^^^^^^-^^^^ °" ■ 

timp Results. General ability level, -.specific skill level, 

•J nc antrnrln^^^J' 'T'A' '''''' respective interactions did nofs g- 
mnciantly predict end-of-tourse grades. ^ 
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TABLE G-1. STATISTICAL SUhWARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSES 





















METHODS OF 


— « 

INSTRUCTION/SCHOaS 












4 






















■7 








CMI 














GP 












PRPDIPTOR^ 


AK 


OK 


IK 


MM- MM- 
60(^ 1200 py 


TO 


YN 


AO 


EN 


PE- 

B 

EN 


PE- 

B 

MM 


RM- 
B 


AE 


ASE 


AW 


EM 


FTM 


> 

GMM 


RM- 

SEA 


RM- 

SH 


SH 




afqI^ 


ns 




ns 




- 


ns 




ns 


- 


ns 


- 








NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 




NA 


NA 


NA 




COKP 


ns 


f 


ns 






ns 


ns , 


ns 


- 


ns 


- 


- 


- 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


NA 


NA 


EOCG 


AFQT 


NA 


+ 


+ 




i-^ 

+ 


NA 


NA 


NA 


> + 


+ 


NA 


+ 


NA 


+ 


ns 


ns 


+ 


ns 


+ 


NA 


NA 


ns 




COMP 


NA , 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


NA 


NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


NA 


+ 


NA 


+ 


+ 


ns 


ns 


+ 


ns 


NA 


NA 


ns 




TICOM ^ 


NA 




ns 










NA 






NA^ 




NA 




NA 




ns 






NA 


NA- 


NA 




"-\ 






















NA 






ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 




-OS 


ns 


•ns 


ns 


IAS 


AFQT 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


^ns^ 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 




*COMP 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


06 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 

t 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


+ 




^ TICOM ' 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ps 


ns 


ns 




ns 




' NA 


nS^ 


ns 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


NA 


NA 


NA 




EOCG 


NA 


ns 


•ns 


+ 


ns 




NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


NA 


ns 


NA 


ns 


ns 


ns 


+ 




ns^ 


NA - 


NA 


ns 


COMP' 


AFQT 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


NA 


NA 


NA 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 



NOTiS; 1. - Significant negative relationship ( higher scores on predictor variable assoaiated with lower scores on criterion 

• '^l variable). ^ ... 

2. + = Significant positive relationship ( higher scores on predictor variable associated with higher scores on criterion 

variable). 

3. ns '= Relationship between predictor and criterion variables found to be statistlcalTv' ^nohS'lqnif leant . 

4. NA = Data were not available (nor appliiable) on which to fJerform an analysis. ' ' 

5. Ko significant Interactions among the predictor variables were found with any School included in the intraschool analyses. 

6. Individualized courses are composed of self-paced (SP) and computer-managed instruction (CMI) courses. Conventional 
courses are group-paced (GP) c^ourses. 

• 7. TICOM = Training Time. 

8. EOCG = End-Of-Course Grades. ' ^ . 

9. TAS = Training Appraisal System (Fleet Supervisor Ratings). ^ 

10. COMP = ASVAB selector composite score. * / . 

11. AFQT = Armed Forces" Qualification lest percentile ^(general, ability level). 
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JJ"«:to-Co«iiplete the Course. Two significant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. . ^ => 

General Ability LeveU AD' graduates wHh higher AFQT percentile score<; 
finished the course in less time than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Specffic Skill Level. AD graduates with higher ASVAB composite subtest 
scores fm.ished the course in less time than thase with lower ASVAB scores. 

f^om^thiran5?lI5is^°^^*^-?"'**^^*^ significant main effect resulted 

h.d h?^I!pi;'L5Sr'*^ '-^•f • graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB composite -scores than those with lower AFQT scores. 
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TABLE G-2. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGR€5SI0N ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE AD COURSE 





CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTO95 


B. 


F 


DE 


OVERALL 
INCREMENT F 


DF 




eocgI 


lA 
2A 
IB 


- AFQT 
TICOM 
COMP 


.13 ^ 


. 52". 02 
133.42 
46.82 


1/427 
1/426 
1/^8 


.1086 
.2126 
.0986 


52.02 
100.79 
46.82 


1/427 . 

2/426 

1/428 




TAS2 


2A 


EOCG 


y .24 


6.95 


1/86 


.0738 


• 4.01 


2/86 


1 / 


T I COM3 


lA 
IB 


AFQT 
COMP • 


-".73 
-.49 - 


17.04 
9.20 


1/427 . 
1/439 


.0384 
.0205 


• 17.04 
9.20 


'l/427 
1/439' 






lA 


AFQT^ 


.80 


239.28' 


1/449 ' 

4 


.3477 


239.28 


1/449 
• 1 



IeOCG = End-of-Course Gra^le 
2TAS = Fleet Supervisor Training Appraisal System- (TAS) Rating' 
^TICOM = Time-to'-Complete the Course' 

4C0MP - ASJ/AB Selector Composite Subtest 'Score for- Entry into School 

?p^m!!c" fQ^^'^^^Pf ^^^^)- Table G-3 presents significant regression 
resu ts of one criterion variable for the AK course. Significant and 
^nonsignificant results are presented below. ^igniricant and 

SSlS"frnf ^"S*^'*: significant main effect ' 

Inalys?s. analysis. No other predictors were.entered in this 

1 ^"eral Ability Level. AK graduates with higher AFOT percenti 1p '<:rnrp.j 
also^had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores thin thSse with w'afQt"'' 
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Criterion: Time-to-Cdmplpte the Course. General ability level and specific 
skitl level did not significantly predict training time. 

triterion: .TAS, Ratings. General ability level, specific skill .level, ttme- ^ 
to-complete the course, and their respective interaction terms did not^sigm- 
ftcantly predict fleet .supervisor ratings. 

c . ■' . 

TABLE G-3. SIGNIFICANT J^ESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
A . -^OF CRITERIOff VARIABLES FOR THE M COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


?REDICTORS 


B 


F 


OF 


* R2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


DF 


COMP 


lA. 


AFQT 


".50 


400.23 


1/238 


.6271 


400.23 


1/238 



Disbursing Clerk (PK: 6061) . Significant regression results of three 
criterion variables for the DK course are presented in table G-4.. 
Significant and nonsignificant- results are described below." 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Three main effects resulted from this ^ 
analysis. ' 

, General Ability Level. DK graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
received higher grades than those with lower AFQT scores. ^ 

• ^ 

Time-to-Cocnplete the Course. DK gradL||fes who took less time' to 
lete the course i 
complete the course. 



complete the course received higher grades tnan those who^-^k longer to 



' Specific Skill Level. DK graduates with higher ASVAB composite- subtest 
scores received higher grades than those with lower ASVAB scores. 



Nonsignificant Results. The interactions of general ability or 
specific skill levels with time-to-complete the course did not significantly 
predict end-of -course grades. 

Criterion: Time-tOrComplete the Course. Two significant main effects 
resulted from this analysis. No other variables were entered into this 
analysis'. 

General Ability Level. DK graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
finished the course in less time than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Specific Skill Level. DK graduates with higher ASVAB composite subtest 
scores finished the course in less time than_ those with lower ASVAB scores. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. One significant main effect resulted 
from this analysis. No other predictors were entered into this analysis. 
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, 'General Ability Level, DK graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB .composite subtest -scores than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Criterion: IAS Rating, General ability and specific skill levels, tifne-to- 
complete the .course, end-of-course grades, and their respective interactions 
did not significantly predict TA^ ratings,* ^ 

• \ . ' 

TABLE .G-4, SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 







OF CRITERION 


VARIABLES 


FOR THE 


DK COURSE 






'CRITERION 


STEP 


f^EDIcfORS 


B 


, F 


R.2. 

DF^CREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


DF 


EOCG ^ 


2A 
IB 


AFQT 

TICOM 

COMP 


.13 
- .03 
.16 


15.24 
11.48 
14.36 


1/104 
1/103 
1/106 


.1278 
.0874 , 
.1193 


15.24 
14.13 
14.36 


1/104 
2/103 
1/106 


TICOM 


lA 
IB- 


f AFQT . 

Vqomp 


- .94 
-1.06 


7.89 
6.12* 


1/104 
1/106 


.0705 
' .0546 


7.89 
6.12 


1/104 


COMP.f- 


lA 


* AFQT 


.61 


193.79 


1/106 


.6464 


193. >9 


1/106 



Engineman (ENi 6487). -Table G-5 presents significant regre^ion results of 
three criterioV variables for the EN course. Significant and nonsignificant 
results are presented below. 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Three)signif leant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. , / 

General .Ability Level. EN graduates with higher AFQT percentik scores 
received higher end-of -course grades than those with lower AFQT Scores. 

Tinfe-to-Complete the Course. EN graduates who completed the course in 
less time received higher grties than those wha took longer to complete the 



course. 



* 
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Specific Skill Level. EN graduates with higher ASVAB composite subtest 
scores received higher grades than those with lower AS.VAB scores. 

Nonsignificant Results. The interactions of general ability or 
specific skill levels with time-to-complete 'the course did not significantly 
predict end-oj^eoyrse grades. ' 

Criterion: IAS Rating. Two main effects resulted from this analysis. 



Technical Report 136 

Time-to-Complete the Course. EN graduates who finished the course in 
less time received higher ratings tfiao those who took longer to complete the 
course. * . 

End-of -Course Qr^des, EN graduates who received higher end-of -course 
*#grades weije rated higher by their, fleet supervisors thaVthose who received 
lower grades. ^ 

, Nonsignificant Results. General ability and specific skill levels, and 
their respective interactions with time-to-complete the course and end-of- 
course grades, did not significantly predict TAS ratings. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. One significant main effect resulted 
from this analysis. N6 other predictors were entered into this analysis. 

.fibneral Ability Level. EN graduates Vith higher AFQT percenti,le scores 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Criterion: Time-to-Complete the Course. General ability and specif ic. ^kijl 
.levels did not 'significantly, predict time-to-complete the course. 

TABtE G-5. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE EN COURSE 





4 

SfEP 






r 




r2 


OVERALL 




CRITERION 

/- 


PREDICTORS 


B . 


F 




INCREMENT 


F 


DF 


EOCG 


lA 


AFQT 


.11 


10.92 


1/228 


.0457 


10.92 


1/228 




2A 


TICOM , - 


.15 


21.22 


1/227 


.0816 


16.55- 


2/227 




IB 


COMP 


.17. 


12.79 


1/228^ 


.0531 


12.79 


1/228 


TAS 


• 2A 


TICOM - 


.92 


4.15 


1/114 


.0350 


2.14 


2/114 




2B 


EOCG 


.02 


6.50 


1/114 


.0538 


3.31 


2/114 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


.35 


91.75 


1/350 


.2077 


91.75 


1/350 
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•Pcopulsion Enqfueerlnq Basids, Enqineman (PE Basics-EN; 6261) . EN students 
attend PE *asj(;i. before attending the EN "A" school. Table G-6 presents si-g- 
nificant regression results of one criterion variable. Significant results 
are presented bel.ow. 

Criterion: Time-to-Conplete the Course.. Two significant main. effects resu'lted 
from this analysis. Ho other variables were entered into this analysis. 

General Ability Level. PE Basics-EN graduates with- higher AFQT percentile 
scores completed the course in less time than those, with lower AFQT scores. 
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^ Specific Skill Level. PE Basics-EN graduates with higher ASVAB 
, composite subtest scores completed the course in less time than those with 
lower- ASVAB scores. 

. TABLE G-6. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES OF 
CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE PE BASICS-EN COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS B 


F 


DF 


. R2 

INCREMENT. 


OVERALL 
F 


DF 


TICOM 


lA 


AFQT - .55 


23.04 


1/349 


.0619 


23.04 


1/349 




IB- 


COMP - .81 


29.51 


1/343 


.0792 


29.51 


1/343 



Instrumentman (IM; 6046). Table G-7 presents significant regression results 
of two criterion variables. Significant and nonsignificant results are 
presented below. ^ 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Two significant main effects-'resulted 
from this analysis. ' ^ 

General Ability Level. IM graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
received higher end-of-course grades than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Specific Skill Level. graduates with higher ASVAB composite subtest 
scores received higher end-of-course grades .than those with lower ASVAB 
scores. 

Nonsignificant Results. Time to complete the course, and its 
interactions with general ability and specific skill levels, did not 
significantly predict end-of -courise grades. 

Criteriqn: ASVAB CoiBposite Subtest. Only one significant main. effect 
resulted from this analysis. No other predictors were entered into this 
analysis. • s • 

t - . 

General Ability Level. JM graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores, 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. General ability levels specific ski?l levels 
time-to-complete the course, end-of-course grades, and their respective 
interaction terms did not significantly predict TAS ratings. 

Criterion: Time-to-Gomplete the Course. General ability level or soecific 
skill levels 'did not significantly predict training tml. speciric ^ 
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TABLE 6-7. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS J^ROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE IM COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


' PREDICTORS 


B 


F ' 


DF 


r2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
"* F 


DF 


EOCG 


lA' 


AFQT 


.23 


8.43 


1/13 


• .3935 


8.43 


1/13 




IB 


COMP 


.35 


16'. 48 


U13 


.5590 


-16.48' . 


1/13' 


" COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


.53 


14.11 


1/15 


, ■ -4847 


14.11 


iyi5 



Marhinisf 3 Mat p , fiOO Dsi ftfteOO: 6493) . Table G-8 presents significant 
regressiorv results of four .criterion variab>es. Significant and nonsignificant 
results are presented below. 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Three significant iflain effects resulted 
from this analysis. 

General Ability Level. MM600 graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores received higher end-of -course grades tKan those with lower AFQT scores. 

Time-to-Complete the Course. MM600 graduates who completed the course 
in. less time received higher grades than those who took longer to complete 
the course. / , 

Specific Skill Level. MM600 graduates with higher' ASVAB composite subt&j^ 
'scores received higher end-of -course grades than those with Ipwer ASVAB -§co»:e^ ' 

Nonsignificant Results. The interaction of general ability and. specif ic 
skill levels with time-to-complete the course did ndt significantly pi^edict 
end-of -course grades.- 

Criterion:^ TAS Ratings.. Only one significant main effect resulted from ^ 
-this analysis. . • 

End-of-Course Grades. .MM6,00 graduates who received higher end-of-course 
' 'grades were rated higher by their fleet supervisors on the job than those 
who received ; lower grades. - , - 

Nonsignificant Results." General ability level, specific skill -level; . 
time-to-complete the course, and their respective inteVactions Cincluding 
-the interaction with end-of-dour^ grades) did not significantly predict TA^ 
rating. • \L ' ^ ' 

Criterion: Time-to-Cotnplete tW Course. Two significant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. , No other A/ariables were entered in this analysis. 

O ' ' ,. 90'' -^^i 
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r General Ability Level. MM600 graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores finished th6 coursejn' less time than- those with lower AFQT scores. 

Specific Skill Level. MM600 graduates with higher ASVAB. composite sub- 
test scores finished the course in less time than those with lower ASVAB 
scores. 

Criterion: ASVAB Convosite" Subtest. Only one. significant ma>n effect resulted 
from this analysis. No other predictors were entered -in this analysis. 

General Ability Level... MM6of graduates with^ higher AFQT* percenti la. 
scores had ^ligher ASVAB compo'site subtest scores than those with loweMF(JT «^ 
scores . ' . • " ' ' 

TABLE G-8. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR' THE MM600 COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP, 


PREDICTORS 


B 


F 


OF 


r2 - 
INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


DP 


. EO'CG , 


lA 


AFQT 


.15 


•90.52 


1/271 


.2504 


90.52 


1/271 




2A 


TICOM 


-.45 


' 51.15 


1/270 


.1194 


' 79.21 


2/270 




IB 


COMP 


■ .20 


' 70.12 


1/270 


.2062 - 


70.12 f 


1/270 


TAS ^ 


:2A 


EOCG 


.52 


9.42 


1/97 


.6^80 


5.05 


2/97 


TICOM 


lA 


AFQT 


1.47 


116.26 


1/271 


.3002 ' 


116.26- 


1/271 


' TCOMP 


IB ' 


COMP 7- 


1.94 


86.25 


1/272 


.2408 


86.25 


1/272 


lA 


AF,QT 


.39 


162.42 


1/358 


.3121 


162.42 


1/358 



Machinist's Mate, 1200 psi (HM1200- 6492) . Table G-9 presents significant 
regression results of three criterion variables. Significant and" 
nonsignificant results are presented below. 

Criterion: End-of-Course Grades. Three significant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. - ' ^ 

General Al^ility Level. MM1200 graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores received higher end-of -course grades than those with lower AFQT-- 
scores *. - ^ > 

\ . ^ * * 

Time-to-Goniblete the Course. MM12()0 graduates who completed the ' course 

in less time rece^lyed higher grades .than those who took longer to complete 
the course. = , ^' 



\ 
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Specific Skill Level. MM1200 graduates witfi higher ASV^|^omposite - 
subtest scores received higher end-of -course grades than those with lower 
ASVAB scores. ' ' , . ' - , 

Nonsignificant Results. The interaction of general ability and specific 
skill levels with time-to-complete the course did not significantly predict'- 
end-of -course grades. ■ ^ ^ ' 

Criterion; Tiie-to-Coraplete The Course:. Two significant m'^in effects resulted 
from this analysis. No other variables were entered in the analysis. 

"A 

General Ability Level. MMrzOO graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores finished the course in less time than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Specific Skill Level. MM1200 grad'uates with higher ASVAB composite 
subtest scores finished the course in less time than those with lower ASVAB 
.scores. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. .Only one significant main effect resulted 
from this analysis-. No other predictors were entered in this analysis. 

General- Ability Level. MM1200 graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scone's had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with Ipwer AFQT 
, scores. ' J • - , ; 

« • 

triterion: IAS Ratings. General ability level , specific skill levels, 
time-td-complete the course, end-of -course grades, and their respective 
interactions did not significantly predict TAS ratings. 



\ 



TABLE G-9. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES. FOR THE MM120Cf COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 

i« 


'predictors 


B " 


F 




r2/ 

increment 


OVERALL 
F 


OF- 


EOCG 


lA 


AFQT 


.17 


149.38 


1/170* 


-.4672 


149,38 


1/170 

» 




.,2A 


TICOM-, 


-.30 


'21.04 


. 1/169 


.0589 


94.01 


2/169 




IB 


. COMP 


.18 


65.53 


1/171 


.2771 


65.53 


1/171 , 

• • 


TICOM 


lA 


AFQT - 


■1.55 


102.68 


1/170 


.3766 


102,68 


1/170 




IB- 


COMP 


■1.78 


61.19 


1/172 


i2624". 


61,19 


1/172 


.COMP 


lA 


AFQT ^ 


.45 


129.65 


1/199 


".3945 


129.65 


1/199 
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Pnopulsion Engineering Basics. Machinist's Hate (PE-3asics-HH; 6262) . MM 

graduates attended PE Basics before attending MM600 or MM1200 courses. ' Table 
G-10 presents^significant regression results of- three criterion variables. 
Significant and nonsignificant results are presented below. 



Cciterlon: End-of -Course Grades. Three significant main effects 
from this analysis. . • • . 



4 
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General Ability Level. PE Basics-HM .graduates, with higher AFQJ .percentile 
scores received higher, end-of-couKse grades than those with lower.AFQTTcores. 

Time- to-Complete the Course. PE Basics-MM graduates who completed the 
course in less time received higher grades than those who took longer to 
complete the course. 

Specific Skill Level. PE Basics-MM graduates with higher AS VAB compisfte ' 
sub^st scorjips received higher end-of-course grades "than those with lower 
ASVA^s scores . 

•«» 

Nonsignificant ResultsI The interact/ons of general ability and specific 
skijJ levels with training time di<l not significantly predict end-of -cdurse 
grades. 

Cr-lterlog; Tlne-to-Conplete the Course. Two significant main effects resulted 
from -this analysis. 

General Ability Level. PE Basics-MM graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores finished the course in less time than those with lower AFQF scores. 

Specific Skill .Level. PE Basics-MM graduates with higher' ASVAs composite 
substest scores finished the course in less time than those with 'lower ASVAB 
scores'. 

" * 

Criterion;^ IAS Ratings. General' ability. level, specific skill level, time- 
to-compTete the course, end-of-course grades, and their respective interac- 
tions did not significantly predictTAS ratings. 

TABLE G-10. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES OF 
CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE PE BASICS-MM COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS 


B 


F 


. DF 


r2 

INCREME^ 


OVERALL 
F 


OF 


EOCG 


lA 


AFQT 


.14 


210.88 


1/456 


.3162 


210.88 


1/456 




2A 


' TICOM 


-.04 


27.83 


1/455 


.0394 


125.56 


2/455 




IB 


. COMP 


.18 


• 121.08 


1/445 


.2139 


121.08 


1/445 


TICOM 


lA 


AFQT 


-.72 


135.30 


1/546 

< 


.1986 


135.30 


1/546 


* 


IB 


COMP - 


1.05 


135.77 


1/530 


."12039 


135.77 


1/530 
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Personnelman (PN; 6102l > l^ble G-11 presents significant regression results 
of one criterion variable. Significant and nonsignificant results are 
presented below. 

Criterion: ASVAB Cowpos4te Subtest. Only one significant main effect - 
resulted from this analysis. No other predictors were ente^ftj^n tti'is 
analysis. ' ' ^ 

General Ability LeveT. PN graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFCjjT scores. 

Crfterion: Tii»e-to-Cof|)lete the Course. General ability level an^pecific 
skill level did not significantly predict training time. 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. General ability level, specific skill level, tirpe- 
to-complete the course, and their respective interaction terms did not 
significantly predict TAS ratings. 

- • 

TABLE G-11. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE PN COURSE 



CRITERION 


-STEP- 


PREDICTORS 


B 


F 


DF 


' r2 overall 
INCREMENT' £ 


DF 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


.71 


. 253.07 


1/72 


.7785 253.07 


1/72 



Training Device Repainnan'^(Tt): 6521) . Table G-^2 presents significant' 
regression results of two criterion, variables. Significant and ^ 
nonsignificant results are presented below. ^ 

Criterion: Time-to-Complete the Course. Only one significant main effect 
resulted from this analysis. 

General Ability Level. TD^ graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
finished the course in less time than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Nonsignificant Results. Specific skill level did not significantly 
predict training time. 

Criterion:^ ASVAB Cornposite Subtest. Only^one significant main effect 
resulted from this ahalysis. No other predictors were entered in this 
analysis. ' ^ ^ , 

General Ability Level. TD gr^aduates with, higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. General ability and specific skill levels, time- 
to-complete the course, and their respective interactions, did not signifi- 
cantly predict TAS ratings. 

O ' ' ' , 94 
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TABLE G-12. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE TO COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS B 


F 


OF 


R2 

It^CREMENT 


" OVERALL 
F 


1 

OF 


• 

TICOM 


'lA 


AFQT -.38 


7.01 


1/162 


.0415 


7.01 


1/162 


. COMP ' 


lA 


AFQT .57- 


' 42.01- 


r/163' 


.2049 


42.01 

r 


1/163 
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Yeoman (YW: 605^^. Table 6-13 presents significant .regression results of 
two criterion variables. Significant and nonsignf icant results are 
presented below. . 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. Only one significant main effect resulted from 

rhic analucic / 



this aoalysis 

Ti»e-to-Cofnplete the Course. "YN graduates who Completed the course in 
less time received higher TAS ratings, than "those who took longer to complete 
the course* ' ♦ •. ^ 

Nonsignificant Results. Genera? ability and specific skill levels, and 
their respective interactions with time-to-complete the course, did aot sig- 
nificant ly» predict TAS ratings. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one Significant main effect 
resulted from this analysis. No othe^S-predictors were entered in this 
analysis. 

- Genteral Ability. Level. YN graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest^^res than those with lower AFQT scores. 

' Criterion: Time-to-Coraplete the Course. ..Ge^ieral ability level and specific 
skill level did not significantly predict training time. / 

TABLE G-13. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE YN COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS 


B 


• 

I OF 


* r2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


DF 


TAS 


2B ' 


TICOM 


-.002 


• 4.45 1/156 


.0277 


2.33 


2/156 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


.16 


9.31 1/209 


.0426 


9.31 


1/209 

1 



/ 



CONVENTIONAI.. COURSES^ The results of analyses -on nine group-paced courses 
and. one basic (pre-"A») school course are presented bllow. 
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Aviation Electrician's Hate (AE; 6515) > Table G-14 presents significant 
regression results of two criterion variables. Significant and 
nonsignificant results are described below. ' . . 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Three significant mair> effects r^ulted 



from this analysis. 



General Ability Level. AE graduates with h^igher AFQT percenti le scores 
^received higher end-of -course grades than t^fose with lower AFQT scores. 

: Time-to-Complete the Course. AE graduates who finished t\fe coUrse in 
less time received higher grades than those who took longer , to ^complete the 
course. , . '* • 

Specific Skill Xevel. AE graduates with higher ASVAB com^bsite subtest 
scores received higher end-of-course grades than those with lower ASVAB scores. 

Nonsignificant Results. The interactions of general. ability and specific 
skill levels with trainrng time did not sign-if icantly predict end-of-course 
grades. , ^ 

Criterion: ASVAB ^Composite Subtest. Only one significtfnt main effect resulted 
from this analysts*. No other variables were entered in the analysis. 

General Ability Level. AE graduates with higher AFQT percentiles had 
higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT percentile 
scores. ^ 

.Criterion: • Time-to -Corrplete the Course. General ability and specific skill 
levels did not sign if, i cant ly predict time-to-complete the course. 

Criterion: TAS Ratings.' -General ability and specific skill levels, time- 
to-complete the course, end-of -pourse grades, and their respective interactions 
did riot significantly predict TAS ratings. 

• ■ . . A 

TABLE G-14. SIGNIF^ANT RESULTS FROM' REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE A£ COURSE : 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS. 


B 




DF 


R2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


DF 


EOCG 


lA 


AFQT . 


0.15 


15.71' 


1/83 


.1591 


15.71 


1/83 




2A 


TICOM^ 




4.21 


1/82 


.0410 


10.26 


2/82 




IB 


COMP 


0.11 


10.87 


1/84 


.1146. 


10.87 


1/84 












V 






, COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


0.72 


61.34 


J/84 " 


.4220 ' 


61.34 ' 


1/84 
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Aviation Support Eouipm ent Technician fASE: 6530) , Table presents 
significant regression results of two criterion variables. Significant and 
nonsignificant results are presented beloW. 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Only one significant main effect resulted 
from this analysis. 

Specific Skill Level. ASE graduates with higher ASVA8 composite ' 

* ^"""^^ received higher end-of-course grades than' those with lowei* 
ASVAB scores. v 

- Nonsignificant Results. General ability level did not significantly 
predict end-of -course grades. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one significant main effect \ 
resulted from this analysis. No'njther variables wereentered in this ' 
•analysis. 

• General Ability Level; ASE graduates with fygher AFQT percentile 
scores had iiigher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFOT 
scores. ^ 

rnn^^p'nllLoI^ ^h^!u^-- ^^"^''fl ability'and specific skill levels, end-of- 
course grades, and th^r respective interactions did not significantly 
predict TAS ratings. * ^ ^ . 

TABLE G-15. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSED 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE ASE COURSE. 



4 

CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS 




\l 


OF 


r2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


OF 


EOCG 
COMP . 


lA 
lA 


COMP , 
AFQT 


0.31 
0.35 


14:33 
7.13 


1/28 
1/2S 


.3385, 
.2029' 


14.33 
7.13 


1/28 
1/28 



Aviation Anti-Submarine War fare Operator f AM,- f^^Xl) Table G-16 presents 
significant r^egression results of two criterion variables. Significant and 
nonsignificant results are described below. ^igmTicant and 

from^^Mranai?;^^^^^ significant main effect resulted 

locc graduates who completed the course^in 

co'^^jrthTeouVle^^^'" grades than tho^e whp took longer \"o 
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NonJignificant Results. *6eneral ability and specific skill levels" did 
not significantly predict end-of-course grades. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one significant main effect resulted 
from this analysis. 

General Ability Level. AW graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest sc6res than those with lov^er AFQT scores. 

Criterion: Time-to -Complete the Course. General ability, and specific skill 
levels did not significantly predict training time. 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. Geheral ability and specific skill levels, end-of- 
course grades, time-to-complete, and their respective interactions did^not 
significantly predict TAS ratings. 



TABLE G-16. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
^ OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE AW COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS 


B 


F 


OF 


r2 ■ 
INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


OF ' 


EOCG 


2A 


•TICOM 


-.90 


9.88 


1/35 


.2057 


6.52 


2/35 


COMP 


LA 


• AFQT 


0.41 


21.66 


1/40 


.351*3 


21.66 


1/40 



FlPTt rir.ian's Mate (EM: 6070) . Table G-17 presents significant regression 
results of three criterion variables. Significant and nonsignificant 
results are describei^below. 

Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Only one significant main effect ■I'esul ted 
from this analysis.^ s ^ , • 

General Ability Level. EM graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
received higher end-of-course grades than those with lower AFQT scores. ^ 

' Nonsignificant Results. Specific skill level, aime-to^complete, and 
their respective interactions did not significantly predict end-of-course . 
grades. ' ' / , 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. Only one significarvt main effect resulted from 
this analysis. 

End-of -Course Grades. EM graduates who received higher end-of -cours^^—^ 
grades were rated higher by their fleet supervisors than those who received 
lower gnades. • • ' 
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Nonsignificant Re!Silts. General ability and specific skill levels,) 
time-to-complete, and their respective interactions did not signVficantTy 
predict TAS- ratings. - ^ 

♦ 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one significant main effect resulted 
froiji this analysis. No other variables were entered in the analysis. * 

General Ability Level. EM graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB 'composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT scores, 

Criterion: Time-to-Complete-^he^urse. General ability and specific skill 
levels did not significant ly-^redict time-to-complete^thfe course. 

TABLE G-17. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CR HER ION VARIABLES FOR THE EM COURSE. 



CRITERION 


STEP 


PREDICTORS 


B 


'F 


DF 


r2 Overall 
INCREMENT \i DF 


EOCG 


1*A 


AFQT 


0.93 


21.29 


1/285' 


.0695 21.2'9 1/285 


TAS 


2A 


EOCG 


,0.02 


10.89 


1/225 


.0462 5.46-^2/225 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


0.70 


164.91 


1/335 


.3299 164.91 1/335 



Fire Control Technician^ Missile (FTW; 6027) . Table G-18 presents 
significant regression results of. two criter'ion variables. Significant and 
nonsignificant results are described below. 



Criterion: End-of -Course Grades. Two significant main effects resuTted 
from this ajTfalysis. 

Ti«e-to-Complete the Course. FTM graduates who completed the course in 
less time received higher end-of -course grades than those who took longer 'to 
complete the course. 

Specific Skill Level. FTM graduates with higher ASVAB composite ' ' 
subtest scores Received higher grades than those -with lower ASVAB scores. 

Nonsignificant Results. General ability and the" interactions of 
training time with general ability and specific skill levels did not 
significantly predict end-of-course grades. , : ' 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only 'one main effect resulted from the 
analysis. 
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General Ability Level. FTM graduates with higher AFQT percentile scores 
had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than -those with lower AFQT scores. , 

Criter'ion: Time-to-Complete the Course. General ability and specific skill 
levels- did not significantly predict training time. 

Criterion: " TAS Ratings. General ability and specific skill levels, end-of- 
course grades, time-to-complete the course, and their interactions did not 
significantly predict TAS ratings. , 

. TABLE G-18. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
' • OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE FTM COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


P^^DICTORS 


B 


F 


OF 


r2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


, OF 


EOCG 


2A 


^ICOM 


-0.45 


17.02 


1/62 


.2099 


9.54 


2/62 




IB 


*COMP 


0.17 ' 


10.15 


1/62 


.1406 


10.15 


1/62 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


0.39 


28.21 


1/70 


.2872 . 


• 28.21 


•1/70 



6unner's Hate. Missile (GWM; 6115) , Table G-19i presents significant 
regression results of three criterion variab^. Significant and 
nonsignificant results are descr^ibed below. 

Criterion: End-of-Course Grades. Two significant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. 

Genferal Ability Level. GMM graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores received higher, end-of-course grades than those with lower AFOT 
scores.' \ 

Time-to-Complete^the Course. GMM graduates who finisjied the course in 
less time received higher gr*ades than those who took longer to complete the 
course. 

Nonsignificant kesults. Specific skill level and its interaction with 
training time did not sign-if icantly predict end-of-course grades. 

Criterion: Time-to-Complete the Course. Only one significant main effect 
resulted from this analysis. 

General Ability Level. GMM graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores finished the course in less time than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Nonsignificant Results. Specific skill level did- not significantly 
predict training time. ' 
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Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one significant main effect 
resulted from this analysis. 

General Ability Levels. GMM graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores had higher ASVABsXempos i te subtest scores than those with lower AFQT 
scores. , - 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. General ability and specific skiU Vevels, time- 
to-complete the course, end-of -course grades, and their respec^ve 
interactions did not significantly predict TAS ratings. ' i 



TABLE G-19. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE GMM COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


>> 

PREDICTORS 


B 


F 


OF, 


R2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


■ OF 


EOCG 


lA 


AFQT 


0.15 


. 10.39 


1/45 


.1875 


10.39 


1/45 




2A 


TICOM 


-.43 


12.95 


1/44 


.1848 


13.05 


2/4^' 


TICOM 


lA 


AFQT 


-.12 


4.96 


1/45 


.0994 


4.96 


1/45 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


0.77 


61.54 


1/45 


.5776 




1/45 



Radioman, Sea (RM-SEA; 6380). Table G-20 presents significant regression 
results of one criterion variable. Significant and nonsignificant results 
are described below. No end-of -course grades were provided because student 
performance was based on a saWsfactory/unsatisfactofy rating. 

Criterion: ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one significant main effect 
resulted from this analysis. 

General Ability Level. RM-Sea graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores had higher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT 
' scores. . ■ 

Criterion: TAS Ratings. General ability and specific skill levels did not 
significantly predicfTAS ratings. 
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TABLE G-20. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE RM-SEA COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


^ PREDICTORS B 


I- ^ 




r2 overall 
INCREMENT F 


OF 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 0.53 


1172.77 


1/485 


.7074 y^.ii 


1/485 



Radioman. Shore (RM-SHORE;. 6381) , Table G-21 presents significant regression 
results of one criterion variable. Significant and nonsignificant results 
are described below. No end-of -course grades were provided because student 
performance was Ijased on a satisfactory/unsatisfactory rating. 

Criterion: ASVAB Comiiosite Subtest. Only one -significant main effect resulted 
from' this analysis. No other variables were entered in the'analysis. 

General -Ability L^vel. RM-Shore graduates with, higher XOJ percentile 
scores, had higher ASVAB composite subtest' scores than those with lower AFQT 
scores. • 

Criterion: TAS Ratings.- General ability and^specific skill levels di<J not ' \ 
significantly predict TAS ratings. 



TABLE G-21. SKNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALY^S 

OF CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE RM-SHORE' CQURSE 



* • 

CRITERION 


STEP 


\ 

PREDICTORS 


B 


. F 


OF 


• r2 
INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


OF 


COMP 


lA 


AFQT 


,0.54 


846.37 


1/386 


.6868 


846.37 


1/386 



Radioman^ Basics (RM-BASICS: 6144) . RM-Sea and RM-Shore students attend RM- 
Basics before attending the RM "A". schools. Table G-22 presents significant 
regression results of one criteri/n variable. Significant and nonsignificant 
results are described below, 

Criterion: Time-to-Complete the Course. Twd*signif icant main effects resulted 
from this analysis. No other variables were entered in the analysis. 

General Ability Level. RM-Ba$ic graduates with higher AFQT percentile 
scores finished their courses in^less time than those with Tower AFQT scores* 

Specific Skill Level. RM-Basic graduates with hi-gher ASVAB composite 
subtest scores finished the course in less time than those with lower ASVAB 
. scores. ' , . . . 
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Criterion: TAS Ratings. General ab.ility and specific skill levels, trainino 
tme. and their respective interactions did not significantlVpredict TAS mi 

0 t 

' miE G-22. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES OF 
CRITERION VARIABLES FOR THE RM-BASICS COURSE 



CRITERION 


STEP 


4k 

■ PREDICTORS 


B 


F^ 


DF 


.R2 
INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
F 


- DF 


TICOM. ■ 


■ \' " 


AFQT -1 


.30 


29.42 


1/883 


'.0323 ■ 


29.42 


1/883 1 




IB 


COMP. -2 


.04 


28.31 


1/862 


.0318 


28.31 


1/862 ; 

1 





two''cr^tenoS';?a^•lh?I.^'^^^' • '''''''' significant Results of 

descr^bL be5;r^ Significant and nonsignificant results are 

-fSinja'fysir signifi^oaj^t main effect' resulted from 

scores'^^jr^aSd^JiahP^^Av It^'^t't'^!' "^'^^ ^^^AB composite subtest 

ASVAB scopes ^ • ^ supervisors than those with lower 

' Nonsignificant Results. General ability level, end-of -course arades ' 
and their respectilje interactions did not significantly pred?°cnAs'?atings; 

ASVAB Composite Subtest. Only one significant main effpct 
analysis. ' '''' '° ''''''''' SeJe entered^ ?nfhe 

had hS'lsJ^rcJinHtl-c K? V''''' "^'^^ ^^'9^^^ "^^^ percentile scores 
naa nigher ASVAB composite subtest scores than those with lower AFQT scores. 

Criterion: End-lrf -Course Grades. General ability and specific skill levels 
did not significantly predict end-of -course grades. 'P^^'^'^ ^^'^^ 1^^^^^ 



TABLE G-23. SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM REGRESSION ANALYSES 
'OF C]?ITERION VARIABLES FOR THE SH COURSE 



CRITERION 




PREDATORS 


B ■ 


' F 


DF 


r2 

INCREMENT 


OVERALL 
• F 


DF 


TAS 
COMPtf- 

♦ 


u 

lA 


COMP 
AFQT 


.02 
.4^ 


7.10 
76.77 


- 1/127 
1/174 


" .0530 
?.3061 ' 


7.10 
76.77 


1/127 
1/174 • 



t 
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■ APPENDIX H 

PARAMETRIC AND NONPARAMETRIC CORRELATIONS- 

This appendix presents parametric and nonparametric correlation coef- 
ficients between predictor and criterion variables for each of the schools 
samoled. The correlations are presented in two tables. Table H-i snows 
Pearson's zerororder (parametric) correlations, and Kendall s t^ and ■ 
Spearman's rho (both nonparametric) correlations for each predic>oi^cnterTon 
-relationship per school. Table H-2 summarizes the "number of significant 
regression coefficients (based on table 14 in the,text , and parametric and 
nonparametric correlation coefficients (from table H-1) per total nuiRber of 
coefficients obtained for each predictor-criterion rela1!Honship. Note that 
significant regression coefficients of a predictov -criterion relationship 
control for the confounding influences of other predictor variables; whereas 
zero-order parametric and nonparametric correlations do not. 

The pj:*edictor/criterion variables listed in both tables are: 

TICOM = Training .time 

E0C6 = End-of -course grades 

TAS ' = Training Appraisal System (Fleet Supervisor Ratings). 
COMP = ASVAB selector composite score 

AFQT = Armed Forces Qualification Test percentile (general 
ability level).. 
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,.IAaLL-Hrl.. PARAMETRIC AND KeWAftAHeTfrfe-COftRElArrOHS-^ETHrrfr'a^ITERriTN'ANDT^^^^^ 

BY METHODS OF INSTRUCTION AND SCHOOLS ~m/«lc;> 



o 
en 



SP 



CHI 



C;P AK 


0< 


IM 


MM- 

600 


MM- 

1200 


PN 




YN 


AD 


EN 


PE-B 
EN 


PE-B 
MM 


RM-B 


AE 


ASE 


AW 


EM 


FTM 




RM- • 
SEA 


RH- 

SHORE 


SH 


TIC0M:-.08 
AFQT -,06 
-.09 


-.28* 
-.15* 
-.21 


-.45* 

-.36 

-.47 


-.53* 

-.32 

-.44* 


-.61* 

-.46 

-.65* 


'.05 
.06 
.09 


-.13* 
-.30* 


-.14* 

-.08 

-.11 


-.20* 

-.15 

-.22* 


-.17* 
-.12* 
-.18* 


-.25* 
-.18* 
-.27* 


-'.45* 

-.31 

-.44* 


-.18* 
-.14* 
-.21* 


-.15 
-.13 

- . ID 


N/A 
N/A 

M /A 


-.15 
-.13 

1 o 
-.1(3 


.04 
.02 
.03 


-.24* 
- . 


-.23 
-.28 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
7(/A 

-> N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.07 
COMP -.04 
-.06 


-.23* 
-.17* 
-.25* 


-.40 
-.35 
-.44 


-.49* 
-.31* 
-.43* 


-.51* 
-.45* 
-.61* 


-,01 
.00 
.00 


-.09 
-.09 
-.13 


-.04 
-.02 
",02 


-.14* 
-.15* 
-.21* 


-.16* 
-.10* 
-.15* 


-.28* 
-.24* 
-. 35* 


-.45* 
-.31* 
-.44* 


-.18* 
-.14* 


.03 
.02 


N/jf 

N/A 
N/A 


-.17 
-.19 
-.22 


.06 
.07 
.08 


-.15 
-.14 


-.10 
• .04 
.04 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


EOCG: N/Ac 
AFQT N/A 
N/A 


' .34* 
.19* 
.27* 


.58* 
.39* 
.52* 


.46* 

% 


.68* 
.49* 
.67* 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.33* 
.25* 
.36* 


.23* 
.19* 

.28* 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.56* 
.40* 
.55* 


N/A 
N/A 
• N/A 


.34* 
.23* 


.28 
.17 
. ^1 


.30 
.20 
.29 


.24* 
.16* 
.23* 


.16 
.14 
.19 


.43* 

.16 

.23 


N/A 
N/A 

N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.12 
.06 
.08 


N/A 

COMP N/A 
N/A 


.35* 
.23* 
.33* 


.75* 
.60* 
.80* 


.45* 
^ .30* 
.42* 


.53* 
.39* 
.55* 


n7a. 

N/A, 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
H/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.32* 
.28* 
.41* 


.24* 
.25* 

. JO 


N/A 
N/A 

M /A 

n/n 


.46* 
.34* 

. 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.34* 
.17* 
.25* 


.58* 
.40* 
.55* 


.27* 
.16' 
.21 


.11* 
.13? 
.19* 


. .3B** 
.21* 
.29* 


.25* 
-.01 
-.02 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A:k 
fl/A^ 


.15* 


N/A 

TICOM N/A 
N/A 


-.37* 
-.23* 
-.33* 


-.39 
-.30 
-.41* 


-.57* 
-.40* 
-.54* 


-.61* 

-.48** 

-.66* 


N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.51* 
-.35* 


-.31* 
-.23* 

- . J** 


N/A 
N/A 

M /A 


-.42* 
-.28* . 
-.41* 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.22* 
-.18* 
-.23* 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.39* 
-.37* 
-.47* 


-.03 
-.08 
-.10 


-.48* 
-.46* 
-.61* 


-.55* 
-.52* 
-.64* 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A' 


TAS: .03- 
AFQT .03 
.UJ 


.11 
.10 
. 15 


-.43 
-.32 
-.46 


.15* 

.11 

.16 


.00 
.02 
.02 


.03 
-.01 

7.02-- 


.04 
.02 
.01 


.06 
.06 
.09 


.12 
.13 
.18- 


'.09 
.04. 
.06 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.06 * 

-.04 

-.05 


.05 
.02 
.03 


-..18 
-'.08 
-.10 


-.18 
-.24 
-.33 


-.18 
-.17 
-.21 


.02 
.02 
.03 


-.12 
,00 
-.03 


.01 
.13 
.16 


.00 
' .01 
.01 , 


.00 
.00 
.00 


.13 
.09 
!l3 


.01 

COMP -.01 
*.01 


.11 
.11 
'.15 


-.09 
.09 
.16 


.13 
.09 
.13 


-.03 
-.01 
-.01 


.03 
-.01 
-.01 


.06 " 

.04 

.05 


-.05 
-.11 
-.15 


-17 

.16* 

.22* 


.14* 
.08 
.11 . 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.02 
-.02 
-.03 


.07* 

.03 

.04 


.20 
.05 
.06 


-.15 
-.17 
- . 25 " 


-.04 
.01 
- w\ 

-. UJ 


.06 
.06 
in 


-,26 
-,07 

1 9 
-,1c 


-.24 
-.22 
-. jU 


,06 
.02 
.UJ 


.03 
.01 
.02 


.23* 
.13* 
.19* 


' -.19* 
TIC0M-.08 
-.11 " 


-.10 
-.05 
-.08 


.18 
.08 
.12 


-.19* 

-.11 

-.15 


.02 
-.01 
-.01 


-.30* 
-.27* 
-.38* 


.04 
.04 
.07 


-.15* 
-.12* 
-.18* 


-.02 ' 

-.05 

-.05 


-.17* 

-.04 

-.05 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A- 


-.04 
-.01 
-.02 


-.04 
-.01 
-.01^ 


.26 
.18 
.22 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.08 
.08 
.09 


.06 
.06 
.07 


-,12^ 
-.13 

-:i5 


-.28 
-.31 
-.35 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 

EOCG N/A 
N/A 


.12 
.08 
.10 


.03 
.09 
.12 


.24* 
.21* 
.28* 


.05 
.04 
.06 


*N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


H/A 
N/A 
N/A 


-.28* 
.18* 
.26* 


.'21* 

.07 

.09 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.01 
.02 
.03 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.06 
./)2 
.01 


.19 
.13 
.19 


.01 
.00 
.01 


.23* 
.13* 
.19.| 


.03 
.11 
.17 


.la 

.23 
.34 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.15* 

.09 

.14 


COMP: .79* 
AfQT .61* 


.80* 
.66* 
.82* 


.70* 
.54* 
.63* 


.56* 
.36* 
.49* > 


.63* 
.49* 
.68^ 


.88* 
.71* • 
.86* 


.45* 
.34* 
.48* 


.21* 
.13* 
.18* 


.59* 
.50* 
.68* 


.46* 
.34* 
\48* 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


.65* 
.46* 
,62* 


.45* 
.39* 
.53* 


.59* 
.51* 
.66* 


.57* 
.48* 
.66* 


.54* 
.40* 
.54* 


.76* 
.48* 
.65* 


.84* 
.59* 
.75* 


.83* 
.60* 
.77* 


.55* 
.51* 
.66* 



^. *. .u^ ^cii li redrion s at; zero-oraer iparametric; correlation, 

2. Middle cell entry is Kendall's Tau (t) Hhk order (fftJoparametric) correlation. 

3. Bottom cell entry is Spearman's Rho (rs) rank order (nonparametric) correlation. 

4. Asterisk (*) denotes significant correlation (£<.05). 

5. No asterisk denotes nonsignificant corr^ation (p>.05), ^ 

6. N/A - no data available predictor or criterion variables. 

136 . ■ 



7, ,SP - self-paced courses, 
'8. CMI - computer-managed instruction. 

9. 6P - group-paced courses, 

10. C:P - correlation coefficients between the criterion (C) 
variable with^each of the predictor (P) variables. 
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table: h-2. number of significant regression coefficients, parametric and 
NOnparAmetrk correlations per number- of ap^ilicable courses for 
• - each crlterion-predictor relationship by method of instruction 





SP 


CMI 


GP 


TOTAL ' 


CRIT PRED* 


REG 


PAR 


NPA'R 


REG 


PAR 


NPAR 




PAP 




per 
Kcb 


DAD 

rAK 


MD AD 

NrAH 


TICOM AFQT 
* 


• 

4/8 


6/8 


3/8 


4/5 


5/5 


5/5 


1/5 


2/5' . 


0/5 


V 

' 9/18" 


13/8 . 


8/18 


COMP 


3/8 


' 3/8 


3/8 


4/5 


5/5 


5/5 


0/5 


0/5 


0/5 


7/18 


8/18. 


8/18 


EOCG AFQT 


♦4/4 


4/4 


4-/4 


3/3 . . 


3/3 


3/3 


3/7' 


3/7 


2/7 


10/14 ' 


10/14 


9/14 


' COMPj 


4/4 


4/4 


<- 4/4 


3/3 


3/3 


3/3 


3/7 


6/7 


5/7 


10/14 


13/14 • 


-12-/14 


TICOM 


3/4 


3/4 


^'if^ ■ 


3/3 


3/3 


3/3 


4/5 


4/5 


4/5 


10/12 


10/12 


10/12 


TAS AFQT 


0/8 ^ 


■ 1/8 


0/8 


0/4 


0/4 


0/4 


0/9 


0/9 


0/9 


0/21 


1/21 


0/21 


COMP 


0/8 


0/8 


0/8 ' 


0/4 


2/4 


' 1/4 


1/9 


1/9 


1/9 


.1/^1 


3/21 


2/2; 


■ TICOM 


1/8 


'4/8 


2/8 


t/4 


.1/4 


0/4 


0/5 


0/5 


0/5 




5/17 


2/17 


. EOCG ■ 


1/4 


1/4 


1/4 


2/3 


2/3- 


-■' 1/3 ■• 


1/7 


. 2/7 


1/7 


4/14 


5/14,' 


3/14 


COMP AFQT 


8/8 


8/8 


8/8 


2/2 


2/2 


2/2 


9/9 


9/9 


9/9 


19/19 


19/19 


19/19 



NOTES: 1. 
2. 



.CRIT 
PRED 



3. SP 

4. CMI 

5. GP 

6; REG 

7. PAR 



Criterion Variables 
Predictor Variables 
Self-Paced Course 

Computer-Managed Instructor Course 
Group-Paced Course ) 
Significant number of regression coefficients 

per total number (based ^n table 14 in text) 
Significant number of parametric^r) 

correlation coefficients per tptal number 



8* NPAR = Significant number of non- 
• i parametric (joint agreement of 

, tau and rho coefficients) 
correlation coefficients per 
total number of pairs 
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